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\/o£> Oift) »i4u ^e <x./>p//e.d. Jo -the- /i -
.uttct e<ncic+eJL «pos4-7c}/Tfer -r'h^. ^o^j-Z/A/^o^* f 
,-the.u -fi^i I -h e^.^/jci4-)<j oi-ec^rt. -Hie **!&/** 3 
. retro 4C+i\se 4j> rQfo/sed. unolvr O.C.4 £ £ -
+3- 3 mn^L -the, p^-hhvne^ t*scs no J- provided 
.oP/jsni'k'tio'YS Ar ptkS + - to* i z / ^ o / i reJSe/ &toes 
:£os)jkjsi a, <s-hr\>te. rer4iei*>'ij ~*4ioJ- c^ />e-
•fjjronar /*)Ctu <brjr>< <_ /)et+J 6/<Lt^ \J?<LSe»t upo 
, cle*r)u. otoej no-/- <dec,)*rz. /&_ 6-cl-f reJ***^" 
./or 6 /^*/V o / habeas Cor/auS tund, G^+i/ieoiihe 
J7/?.£ 
AS <su<l<f Motive. inoJ- prottclu**l a^ci. rncn* 
tool */>/>/* f&hrQ4c+i<re,U , vSee. Sry>j^l\ 
*. 6 0 ^ fCZ Pad ??* , 79 Q SoW, Sfro) 
C "A
 v<4*As4//£ M tosissdese^t p^o tectum I o r 
Cc^iul ir y^ie <fM/v+e. aloes nvr eni^r<t.t 
\/&C # / o 7 cutrc not Q.<n<iL'ktL UfJ*t J 
JJjt . MA. S^',H^ A/ec( H,\s currc^ 
i srn Qel*lj host *tr/ 
j ^V<t '"i/6""^ a^W/o/" rt<SoJ-hS &/ fh&, S*\/oru 
.here,)*-) c:rt. <shil GCCU/*/I*YC * ^?c <jenes<//u 
.P^Jfy?} <Ajsje*J/<n Gpsi/b*. }« m* si* tJc^ 
\y /JoJJe*^ J32 (jKL, £4^. Rep J3*£ CW, 
& 
\jlenjse, ^<* Proceedu re^( 7-*uJ+ . 
; - -Z>> ^ e / / j !•. v f ^ A * ^ . 7^7 £L>£- /0V3 
.i. Uicte*r ,60 Hi +&si*s«,l d^v^L &b*±tr Jtz^JS
 y 
( psot&eeCisi* musl <J"J>eoJ <z<*risSQ- -fior a. 
I prejuUtte. ^c J effete cL^' &&_4&&t*Ll-
j . _ _ JL5/*L 
; ._M. 
\^proi& dared ek.Aol£ _ J t f „ /l^drj 6<iA±dJk A» _ 
.L<«<W._ a^oltlJ^ci „_j&fljMLll&hL CojusbSe /If. At/urc._ 
, D90OA/7} -for / t t u / A / - */>/ye//«.+*- rci/z-eo^ . 
1 The- O^ti <S4&k~ s£v/9s)erric dewl- A&J*L 
. urc.es oS -A) CLcl<i*eSS__ As- J^-ie. Airs. 4-
, r^Ccom/nQ.neljb'^/o'i Q-f\ j'nC^.rC^mH'o^ LU /JK 
rz.lpo.t.'t •/© ^S^IJ^SS pr\<So*\ *s<£*n-fesic& „ 
i h*I re co<rA, <6e Art. Hn -Hr /.<t / c*ur4l ) u&j-i -
>>to <LCLGI/KS£ .-the. /.£*r_ve. . 
I &.japellevfc. tousi ujfjj /?©^ ^address jssve^ 
J raised- -for MMZ. T-t^i^ .jA/o^e. ©o ^p/ze^J~. * 
J^^C 
! / o r 4- ujn± e-P J)<&e<j corpus CftiecL <b 
<Zot/isei oi <^ir^c.-i- ^/ifiecyl <6o-/- /j resent* 
dec/* e*jJM>^ /r7< <Srnjjiy^s c > 4 / ~ 7 o / />? 
, «£/o< /orD^^iCoi sf y^€- Conserve*! cej o-P 
\ et,ftfiotnJecl dfi/>-&J'J<de~ <Loui>s*el -fkil ^ ft***/***!* 
.*&*. Me.rn/d of S^hz. h*U*4 Corpus peJ-i'hos 
y/)^ *6vt Process <7«tASe. rZjU,ra 
. Z-htec+WiL. 4-SSjsJnsice. <*f tlou*?^/ otusirtc. 
odrt^ 4/>/>££il AS I*) COK/JCU>S w i\j&Hle~ 
< ^ A ^ - -tJ*$sJ*f£ \s. S3a^ASf fo9 A>*1 *+ 
<*iy . precedes I ai-eA^oJ-h *,. CJ-e/fs fv/ytK. , 
i. v . SmiUx. , 4 / 7 P*o£ < / 3 W , 
~hru /n< . 7*0 Keep ^/J <L<JC . <,/iVc /^deA'<ifMJy 
a/)/>eJJ^M. course/ . Xq *r4orJ*, m** , 
At AS MtvAtJAj e^^hM-ed, >As dc<u 
I „ZV AJ4J" /4? /4J>os± of 73e. 7 ? v * / *^><Wi 
aw.L 
• of The- £&ss/<£/e Po^t6^ryie.n-^s 7bd- <&o)A, 
I 
.\of PrtLcHc^ of /*>£. ^ / d V r / W <?our+ (1/9#e^ 
. t^ >^ >o e.n^u of <\. p/e*. cf c3u'^^ ^ *-
. o*jmtn4-l chases,
 t *£&£>,*&. GcteyaMrtce. fiieszjt 
.<Q.r^tLjn *^>*y fi%e. ^€.tk^dc^4- und*s<S*t*iiclJ 
< 
rch-' *6l A^«i»t f l o/ 
{•?.. _<Jke . <£>£ o . _ SL/J&, IL. *f *•*£*__ Okk ZJJLS. O f 
J L « . 6. 
, 6 / * « . . elevend^-h *i//°t+j UJLiJhsL^Jt^iI - f i t *» 
^AJL_-jfcy* _ _ f 9 / Cu4*.k-J.3tt)l. 4+*k- "> \S*4-
' , 0 . * .. /L)Uo«ss 7Vo P**l A3©? <VA,A 
; /1E2X _ - — 
, eiaeL . "A,/r/u" *cljudjc*4€.il /l PL^prtor olivet 
^cosfu* proa>ed>o^ £C+Ji A)O**93-C9OO*/7 3 
>aicl "ft*- record ref/ecls Hi*J- defl^dc*^ 
! jdef^ck—&/opec*L '\rnosn £he, <dz,nJ^ L JLT. /V?A. J 
\*£mj^ /y?&£>oxi -fix Ae^v*- 7o Ufi^hcirtc^ 
\6>u//^o P/e^J and. Afr^her, -tkiled +* 
\Ci.jOA*.4,l /rjort "rte denied or <^»_. Wi/€Afe_ 
J4t C 
'i^fncu/oL ^«ve presented, j>n vJ%o/y^ »>!r direct 
\c\our + -/o ^^/O^H *- proce.durccl c{efi^oJ-H xh 
i<Ssn?JttJ cJ^tsy^s codes She, <6<z<s*s or S*GJ-
jcroC/c^-^^ ^decAUcte +he~ record r-^iU -J-o 
7%€s*er&se. ^h\s <.our4' <s/?ooS<s<t -oouj 
: <£/>ecs/lc4//o
 / OjtjQ.H?er fho_ -/-rjc^j CourT <kiusecL 
I 
i 
•6+ e*sj^J>/^^jnc. torn/zJu-ice* *jj+h fht rejjuire 
\mesrte -fir MJd/n< *. ffu*^^H p/e^-.s^tj ^ ' * y 
.Sr /J /?o / *sufihct4^ii i/o assume, -fhed- de.-
i/eif<r G^/or/ituS /n^kz, <susz. M ^ T^ey-i/ cte«' 
I 
JttJioi.... Af critic*/ &f-7 -fhjL tLcoscL 
<S+e4.* ». /mnU, . ? /# A<* 903 SoUU 
; /*J'<is3£t. ouS+h Quit. / / , ***^ e. A w pMce^ 
y^9//05 "&\<i£ y^ic -hriq,! tour} ^ ^ / 7 o f a^o, 
7"^£. s T ^ / < ^ / COrn* / / < 1 * 6 . Cs.^4 lysis Ai 
JJf H 
i v J ^ /eujtr Court- ^ec&n^^u /)&JcL ^iio.-f 1 
t Ut'+h respect-. A eJe+en*t*L*i£s &Jwi -#71+ 
\ +0 U. g. Cs. A // <^) ^ O , -ft'M <?*uc + 
f £ttAj -ThU -tUtsS rule provset&s V^it A>lUui • 
"y\, . 
aZ/o^eet \hu ^ ? e t-oisci
 / ^ ^ 6our-+ <sh<l/ 
d,/\,u A£co/v)rte*ic>l<if)o« .4«J ^o ... tSAt'teie*- ** 
i 7 ^ U £our+ e^ree^S •fh*£t M 4£^ord<*i/L£ to>+h 
I /3o? <VA-A )1*1), courts <^c re^u/r&U *> 
//1 o,*cJL Jiivr Hz. puyoce. J&hi+*L -th'** role. 
->,<+* * 
I 0 0 / +^4.4 "Me arois/s/o*>i a-i- /s*su& 4 fifcrd^ 
\ protection <Oo/w / / * <r<»xi3^^'//?j /*f.fco^Atf/ifl/«>Ao4j 
I -A/^ g. a //omul _s^ d&£. CQuri- - *Z*i ^ e <:<?»*<• * f 
I CG/iJt-tt/ arteise., +6*, Crtsn/sml pCne*/1-/-te^£ -for 
I i^/ie de*+h ptncvl+u or JtfC "ripriSo'yme.*)h~ 
. U.C./l. * 7C- J-3D7 <*/), <TO < V f f O . Xn 
1 &d<i/hcs\ , i'ht fi4.rf/€S h*4 £iit/*e<L fi+o 4, 
£.Q*4iSna*A I pJ-e^ < y e e / v » e i ^ t*jh>da expressA, 
> «/0 / / / e /rn&ri son^^n-l rciihi** ^hctr\ Act -Me, 
1 pote>rl-m/i hu ofi <\_ cle^J-l^ SSn+esicje. /*? <\. +ri*,l 
\\J>u Jv^i - 76 ere.fi> r^^ accord,^ ~h fhi ^-K-hh. , 
fitiffit^ JCtLfL ^h-L dour+3
 f +h<l +*.r**\ of 
+hcir}- ~+hz, +r)ct,l Cour+ put -t4\4~ /yo^-h-r jn±Q 1 "?r» . r 
. i£<So£, aH-e-r h^y/j^* poy^ctp^Jed /<? -Hyji, p fe** 
7 p e^«c *£ <uyA6v-v •-.. J~HQ?VI . «„/** 4 us A / ^ /^\c */e /eW*** 
A rcvi^^ pf +h& <se*i"j-encj(±c 7*r* sue */>+• 
\6.lcL *SryttjUk. eit-'feiSl £oiS4*Sll rt> s s> TT,<> d e tl 
L ^ At fit <se<vk-ice. '<> 
rtf£ ^ou^r: JLk J,kt, fht record <fr riSkc*-
s _ ._ ."fht, Q/>£-*i- CQUf + SOOtrx , . « / / Course/ CL^A. 
«T at JSCuSSed. +KisS proposed pM^. vi^.^<^«*i 
eve^tfove* tu<is ^u^se, e r ^JA^ V*A«. pro -
pes «,l UJ*£ A<1 00 4 <4e£>r*. JT +oafc -fhe~ 
^€ocA - u k ^ / e o * . / ^ T^tsisc*tp4 p^ f^ JLi. 
y/te- ^oiy^r : . . # /^«,</i x / / y a o pk**L ^uz/f^ 
i'nts ojooij^ t^f^t I c± Conclthoi*,! p.)-e.o-
 f 
mzetrttriA +hci.+ M*<±, usoUlA, pX&4*L Auilt& 
iA 
JL3/.£ 
rt/l. cSjnxrtJ ' y^j; __<JV-^ __._ 
7Jt£ C^O/LT'. AJJ st£h+. do MOJ+. Aa.\j£ 
. Mifc __ ./*€n* hie^s ?. : 
Mfi. iStnzrA : _ A ) J U . JV>C . &L ^ J 
. <LL---*?J2/ . . . . _ _ _ 
7 7 ^ CQQ4.T: .,_,_. i£W.s e . o ^ j ^ _ ^ « ^ 7 ^ e / 
litL^Jj^. ^fLULAPjX^ Jfe( />^. <^'..<X /iL=^/ 
-2-.34C 
1 ^H defend* n-f AJS /O//OJL*JJ' 
\ *Stn+ertce- ^ e t t . T*T> TM& ufa~h <SMM P<*tjo* 
i d&fie<\ JL 4 /yfi <*<£ </•&•* OL * -
i Atei/e/*y/*J««r*^ . / ^ e /ones Cour* ijo a^ 
1 _ v 3z:?. i: 
CtutcL J± A.^__ _ 
fh/L Cour4 sLuA CmJdL. d>AL I£U/]UG )&r*a*xt£dL _ 
M^j^nni^LncLetftiyjgx^^ , ^XoSJe^ul &£.. A^CIIILSJ'-*K& 
\-Hiz.. ooor4->£ aJjuse- <t* oilScrch3<\ itf**. C^of-^ 
\sAktes : . -
i his phcu _, -Hits, ^oor-h asked, to.usisc] 
„h&d At**- _ fg-<-o*vtn!iie»ael4.'hji4£ 
confused. +ht, 'A-e&ncltrt-f' a^d l^xL h/*+<% 
. -to _ . ^ A&rc*. ^h<i.i S-0..rn&c_v/Q l<L-f%&<\ c£ Uis 
[._.. Mute. fl-.jii$h&& MjgjfL -Vi6Ld&.<L_* sh*JAvic^_ .. 
i uthe* „ 4~!5L k&n^-in CQLI -k&tA-,- ±h&. fu.es £/<?«- .. 
I . . . j^t&L e&kuL —A&A cte/a&ded. - i« /*t Jljhk. 
Ifc /Wore. )ik&Lj_&*Lrx_AVL +t u>h«J- JCP./Jh/S&d" WU-
[sente^c/^ j&CoiPL/yx&ndAthfisi ^th*d. .AMI. / IQ^L. dtS • 
cksetC.Victor. _^o__fkg^ en^4 4>4L^&{-de.Te#d'*'>&S-pk*.. 
isi.c 
of Nereid«.s>J~J r,fih+ "/o o /eA^ +**_ /r+i/QQ -
7%'AS /jn etJ/i* ctrnfi /e-te/o /4 n o se*s Course W 
j rhertdstf fe,<LorY1/neicL'bhe'*£ <*-icL / J /^seJp out tt 
l/j> *s &n G<or/ous fe^esum. 4>IQ_ error. ^ie/^l(y 
\SH*L *. /r<^ j yn P*d. /-?fv <?uKL, ;9*t).J 
iVnMtscJa&Lcl y* Aydyde//**!^ fino* it -Ms. ^4ru of Ai^ J ;fl^«. 
j j ^ > ^ < e «/* Actual /enf&\ e£ 4bn/i4&ja*&*£--A*uL elt T+C4* 
-% ** r r 
i 
ftode^ecL /s?e Tret*use- a/- tfestJenc.jfU ^u jl^n, /rv«/ 
I court a,Ml>"6) *H^4" £oon&,{ uJ^i aeiesnt/w /*ef£ec-
/ ^ /J -e / / - *^ / 4<SJerJ-S +}*++ rH^L -hri^\ - tour 4-
\UJ**hi46huz., 9d OtS &<>% OW7*) y? 4o/A 
1-re^ise^ counsel *o<~S -M/de.^% /*? ^o^/ ^sur^risA-
[*£&£<us*. .. <SLKch cu reco'*i<ne'icL&J7oi <*J4J_ /?o./ eiis-
\c/osecJL <4>u *^>e , <le><jr-J- 0>s <s.s%u */* ^VL. oMie r 
\C4>uri r*j/e.cC rfc a/'ScJcse. uv^A <z> ^e^^&^ct^r C*i • 
\cti4rb^\ U4+-11 ^rrer ^Ae piece *J*J d-hsed, «.n*L n**r 
\oiMJ ~f**~ ^ m t « / 4</v</ <T<e*^teiCiiz. , The. ^O<JS4-
* 
J 
\ ^.oprjse/ *JAS £/+£&.<" -fofa/Zu &<bse*n4-. or • 
9 * 
TtrtOC/ri* is 4. &t/lC4,l .^M.fie. $n.j£lD8, ^Jsn'/i^l 
.$.Qf$-- o£—£*£&£. JJn __ .^JnAo^l 'pyy^ juAi '^ AS. /O'C' 
+ht,—/l£6S£J^Al}£j>s\ aiclfar -&)&/... t-tsur-r ^ o A / ^ 
$£ tou/ije/ _.cA/^ /^e .>jTjjcl.caujr+ erjtdfii 'i 
\rnnfi-Br >>n A f ^ °^ to he-Hies ^H\Q_ £OUS4- Caused 
| <\, construct-Vve. dennH.! _*t J^vi 4£S.LS*inte of 
)-k*t ItcL +o citStrleiZ. &*£ f*ic£ jot-tor :/o <<ct^p^in^ 
.|. - ... -22, . . . . . . . 
(__ .Z&e^ ^ i j ^ A/&Q- &ctfil
 J&L~-4e4s£jri/jA.ih£-1l>4,t' 
i 
i -The, ^/^^JL^^/^/Ad^ 7Z--&^A£A-JJ6A+ 
.jTyt*-./pujt_r_ ^©jtW tl&JjeL.. * 
ui&-j^/ie*c^^-.J!&'&*dA« -hi <LJCLI~\ -tA^ 
he. AZ.ct.tr.etL Me /e* . aJSJ<£ +TL44Z. o/_*o usi sel 
«V _ ii\e .^me be £n -te/**</L A*& pJeA- £*«*( /or 
fioorlu:. jie/>cese«±ed.,... -dye ^efie^A^rrt- /nvsi-
. •foikJsS.rL- * J-ujo-fro a A. ^SJSJ'.I. _ 
_ .&*&£.,^-petthjener .?/hi/S+_ ..iSAoj&L^jthd* 
. AAJCAuo&e^LteoAGdretL t^^ele\£Lcie*t„_^£.k!*e#i-
i_. dace- -J.J4 <£Qar)£. .aJetnon^h^ajL/e- jr}.&an££.f 
{ &khtJ^.p&££s&&A4.£JL fell skeJsxu* A-n_oArech^<L, 
i 
... *.. . _ 
...i 
_.J 
.U eliiJLeL A/«* . £4i4*Jion& 0^rti£te*Q » ij 
__. kjhich .M.ses.. nok*?)ee4-^&si -:<aJyec^±ji&^J*si -
"••• L-> y . •••• , - • • • . • - i \ 
iM^X 
. . - « / 2 ^ 6 vf £>»»?£. / JSi-LielestJ--, mk*L-j£i%Ct+ ±e&h'*L&<i*i 
t c fittest.r /+. P^AS.—MUias<i^JjL -Jk^--kha„ 4e£e.<\ -
/»# ZAAJ&4.'- Vour tUnor, pus* o±*4 4* -ftxl. fi)e** 
£HH. dees, no/ segues* M t ^ ^ ^ H> &«+**& ^^ 
jfc. <*Wy / ^ dWA, Ate* jhc«+"*& 
r,6hi *> * A" j ^ *M- *'*• t*'*T*L. 
PU/Jl£i4MZA)T f 
xtj. K 
fake* £~t>n<£/6lesj\ac ^h^ Ae /)assessed, s?o 
previous. Jr/^l &xpeu-e^>c& lC<~>J>^st>eve/+J and 
eyelet t hostel I u r*u/e*L ^° co^docf anc4 p/^-
no rYivhons on 
(Up/3ojn^-e.cL /© ass/sJ ii -Hit, <s/4.^er*se~ 0/ 
vT^^y^J: c*s*~. 
C /V)*\,, *s4o>sn4^e, wis j /nc v^o/e i o o ^ e / 
Arty <.h<t-nCZ, &£ <L more. hrj&^+ <SQ,nJ&nt£. aid Jo r 
Courts ^ K > Coons&f Oneitr CutU Ct^CtPnmS^^^S 
XS ^©"y ^° ^cC\/u^, fos cA&wt Jo e*Jej*iff>e>pJeA*4{jfee<*te'l 
JIV^.C 
-*s£n-hs)Ci/is second mCn 0(4^7*1 , 
•£. /r7*t. ^S^wni+e- hstL ^ { y y^UJ0 Arjef 
a . Tforz. 4U&J jrisvrrjc/ei<j> 7L/SY14. yt*o per -
rer^n ct^n cedejucft*- /nirGfihij 4^7*1 prtor -to 
<©>»?ya«8rc O.6.4. ; 7 - ^ 7 - 5 0 / d ) (A defend*«±4 
*S re<istse,*L J-v pro\/ieA<i_ Counsel 
(jhenhe^i probe* hi I)i-u 0/ rf%4_ c\epr J «^i Ji o'o o£ A*s 
ti&ir+u ' TJ)4,-f- te>us>se./ AS rejutr^el /© pro-
vtd<L i'lVCs-heu+or^ eir>i*L 0+ht.r / i i / A > / c j - rtetesj' 
/7o^ /»&re~lu 4. det^^St, *e4.rcct /otu^/^sC p U** 
assure. undiSiMzd. Jouc^lf't} -h> ^ i e <.)i£.n4", 77' 
J"-?- <?<>/ CV) ^ 4 ^ , 7 * * K / ^ o ^ ^ / AT repu/reU 
j-o Cooisel tenet ol^-resicL +he>r cJt-e^-r 4,4-
dve.ru s f A ^ ^ 0/ "//?£. C.SJ n-tjsi*. I pro c<L£cii')£,< , 
7 7 - 3 J - « 7 P V 6 ) ^ O ) . ^>C Smirk t*j<iS de-
nied 
O ^ e +r*\/ coast ysv^^siks y*W de£^e 
-hcsShS +*)*,+ Mere m*,y or />«.cl \&<e.e^ a 
there, ujcis *. /&<ijos7<n6Je 4*J'AJ £,r ^ tonv/c 
+o Jnve&hQc-k. or prytpam MAT J/r>^ ofdi-
fit^se, . /}+ Sh± veru Uc^-h( -riic possi-
^ilnhj of M e /rn/>os'jht>« *f ^ * afiA+h 
pen«/+j, UJ+S / n ^ ; ^ / * / si*s+. &se*h«, 
M e fike^ \ 4 * ^ j « ^ " offetrtLcL oo rtc^l <U«*A'4 
*> Me defend*.** . £ f e e ^Vfc* VX fa."hi-
7<*S rkcl S36,6\ 79<*7C> SuUh /9<fS-}. 
dS/>er ^ e y ^ o w n atLmisjjt* (jfc />$'? <U/1~3S 
rors 'f J. 4 yoGSJ>on of re,J)«6iJ/+u o i y O a ^ c 
^ co- cte<fe*7M±n+. V, The, tfje */ **u de-
&«d*«4 «snL ^ The *XCul/*A*0*<f/rri/htf4*in 
>sJ*k*oc-«+ of y^ e Me-fe^d^i 4 /mjey / ' CSee 
• 7T. +t ff jSt44..'9-*l Attack. -T i*nOo)t 
2 94 C 
+h£ J-st^l Courts d^-hesnnintiH o-i fn<u}> sT)* . 
<lk 
p^ntncz* )*S 6.fhtcu}4.±ecL is\ S-t-a ±e. • . Ho I L«cL 
*&£s)+/n4 <* c/i"~\ or /'n•e/+ecS-i\rt. QSSjsJ-*iie. of 
/o+ecr*+u rtjussz, C+hL Court 3 7^ 0 ex±ei<L ^it 
<6t*?e&V of £fh<d 3 decision ^o A^^/^l 




Ccnjejue.^ C&s 0+ AA& / ? / £ ^ A-I *£/«/- &r lH\^ 
sy)*,. <Srn)H^ si4fvi<sM -/^IU £ou*+ -fares/if^ 
Cous><4,/. /7?-t <S"7jjt\ &rfhes A*jol4-h£ f^'J-
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agreement thaz has been stated on the record, whereby 
Mr, Smith would plead to first-degree murder as 
outlined on the record. 
41 I telephoned Rowena Hcskins, reviewed that 
5 with her, and she has given me authority to indicate to 
6 the Court that she is in agreement with that plea 
71 bargain and is satisfied that — on behalf of her and 
the family members — that she has told me she 
91 represents — that the — that being the wife of 
10 Mr. Bray, another sister, and a child of Mr. 3ray — 
11 that they are satisfied with a plea of guilty to this 
12 offense and a commitment of a life sentence — that 
12 they are satisfied. 
14 THE COURT: All right. Thank you, Mr. 
15 Chamberlain. 
16 MR. CHAMBERLAIN: Thank you. 
17 THE COURT: I'd like the record to reflect that 
18 prior to taking the bench here in the open courtroom, 
19 all counsel and I discussed this proposed plea 
^0| bargain — including Mr. Chamberlain — so that 
211 everyone was aware of what the proposal was about 
before I took the bench. 
Well, based upon the representations made, 
I'm going to find that there is a factual basis upon 
which the plea may be rested. And I'm going to also 
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THE COURT: We're back in session. It's 20 
minutes to 2:00. 
I'll first call Criminal No. 631, State cf 
Utah versus Tracy Eugene Smith. 
MR. SHUMATE: They are just removing the 
handcuffs on Mr. Smith, Your Honor, so that he can have 
the hands in front of him so he can sign this item. 
If I could approach the bench, Your Honor, 
I can give Your Honor a copy of this. We'll keep the 
original while we execute it. 
THE COURT: All right. Thank you. 
The record should reflect that Mr. Smith 
is now present with his counsel Mr. Shumate. 
This matter comes on at your request. Did 
you want to tell the Court what we're doing? 
MR. SHUMATE: Yes, Your Honor. This matter is 
before the Court for the arraignment before Your Honor 
and the entry of a plea pursuant to a .plea bargain 
agreement entered into between the defendant, myself, 
and the State of Utah, represented by Mr. Kaneli. 
The defendant is presently charged with 
first-degree murder, a capital offense. The plea 
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agreement contemplates a plea of guilty to be entered 
to that offense on a conditional basis. That is, that 
if the Court 'were to impose the sentence of death, that 
4| the conditional plea could be withdrawn. If the Court 
5 were to impose the sentence of life imprisonment, then 
6 the plea would stand. 
7| Mr. Smith and I have discussed the matter 
in substantial detail. The case has been through a 
9 preliminary hearing and, of course, was bound over for 
10 arraignment today. The Statement of Defendant 
11 Regarding Plea Bargain and certificates of counsel have 
12 been prepared. Mr. Smith has read it; has initialed 
13 it. He has not yet signed it but intends to sign it 
14 here in open court before Your Honor. 
15 THE COURT: All right. 
16 Is your full, true, and correct name Tracy 
17] Eugene Smith? 
13 MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
19| THE COURT: All right. And hew old are you, 
MR. SMITH: 21. 
THE COURT: And do you read and write English? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
24| THE COURT: Have you read the Information which 
has been filed in this case against ycu? 
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MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. I'm going to go through 
that Information with you. It's relatively short. I'm 
going to read it to you now. 
State of Utah versus Tracy Eugene Smith. 
Date of birth, March 16, 1967. 
MR. SMITH: 17th. 
THE COURT: March 17, 1967. I'll make that 
amendment. 
Information in Circuit Court No. 88-CR-ll, 
District Court No. 631. 
The undersigned under oath states on 
information and belief that the above-named defendant, 
Tracy Eugene Smith, committed the following criminal 
offense, to wit: Murder in the first-degree, a capital 
offense, in violation of Section 76-5-201 and 76-5-202 
(1) (d), Utah Code Annotated as amended 1952, in that 
on or about the 3rd day of October, 1938, within Beaver 
County, State of Utah, the said defendant intentionally 
or knowingly caused the death of James Glen Bray under 
wu6 A.elbowing circumstances. 
"The homicide was committed while the 
actor was engaged in the commission of or an attempt to 
commit an aggravated robbery or robbery." In addition, 
a firearm was used in the commission or in furtherance 
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of the -felony. 
This Information was based en evidence 
obtained from Raymond Goodwin and Sheriff Kenneth 
Yardiey. Signed by Leo G. Kane11, Beaver County 
Attorney. Authorize by presentment and filing by 
Mr. Kanell and subscribed and sworn to by me on the 6th 
day of October, 1988. 
Do you understand the Information, 
Mr. Smith? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. You have the right in 
this matter to be represented by an attorney. And you 
are represented by Mr. Shumate standing there beside 
you; is that correct? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: And have you had an opportunity to 
consult with him to your satisfaction? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Okay. You also have the right to 
require the State to prove each and every element of 
this offense beyond a reasonable doubt at a trial 
either before the Court or before a jury. 
The elements of the offense which the 
State would have to prove and which you would be 
admitting if you plead guilty in this matter ara 
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these: That on or about the 3rd cay of October, 1D88, 
within this county and state, you intentionally or 
knowingly caused the death of James Glen Bray while 
engaged in the commission of or attempt to commit 
aggravated robbery or robbery. 
Do you understand those elements? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Now, as I understand the law — and 
correct me if I'm wrong — the firearms enhancement 
does not apply in a capital case. 
Is that correct? There is no firearms 
enhancement? 
MR. KANELL: I'm not aware of any enhancement 
under that section. 
THE COURT: Is that correct? 
MR. SHUMATE: The Court is correct, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: So I won't explain the firearms 
enhancement. 
Do you understand all those elements that 
I just went over? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: If you admit these elements by 
pleading guilty to this offense, then the State doesn't 
have to prove them at all. You'll stand convicted by 
your own statement. 
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Do you understand that? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. If you decided to go 
forward with the trial, you would have the right at the 
trial to confront and cross-examine the witnesses 
against you, meaning you would have the right to hear 
them testify and ask them questions through your legal 
counsel. You would have the right not to testify or 
give evidence against yourself, meaning nobody could 
call you as a witness; nobody could make you make a 
statement. And, of course, if you plead guilty, you111 
make a statement which is the ultimate evidence against 
you. You would have also the right to present any 
evidence you wish to in that trial or to testify if you 
chose to testify. 
Do you understand all those rights? 
THE COURT: Okay. If you plead guilty, you 
waive all those rights. The trial — the trial will 
not take place, and you won't have those opportunities 
and those rights I just explained. 
Do you understand that? 
MR. SMITH: Uh-huh. 
THE COURT: You have to answer out loud. 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
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THE COURT: Thank you. If this offense is 
admitted by you, it could be punishable by death, or it 
cculd be punishable by life imprisonment. 
Normally a trier — a jury would determine 
those — the sentence. You would have a right to have 
6| a jury determine which of those sentences would be 
7| imposed if you were convicted of the offense. 
Again, if you plead guilty under the 
91 conditions of this agreement, this would entail a 
10 conditional plea, meaning that you would plead guilty 
11 upon basically a commitment by the Court that a life 
12 sentence would be the punishment that would be imposed 
13 as opposed to death. And if the Court, in fact, 
14 pronounced the death sentence, you would have the right 
15 to withdraw your plea, 
16 Do you understand that? 
17 MR. SMITH: Yes, sir, 
IS THE COURT: All right. Do you have any 
19 questions about the nature of the charges against you 
!0| or the possible penalties? 
*.1| MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
THE COURT: Okay. Do you have any questions 
about the fact that the State has the burden of proving 
these charges? 
MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
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THE COURT: Okay. Do you have any questions at 
all about anything we've discussed to this point? 
MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. Has anyone brought any 
5 force or fear or threat to bear against you to cause 
6 you to enter into this agreement? 
7 MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
8 THE COURT: All right. Are you acting freely 
9 and voluntarily? 
10 MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
11 THE COURT: Are you under the influence of 
12 alcohol or — 
12 MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
14 THE COURT: ~ drugs? 
15 MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
16 THE COURT: Mental or physical illness? 
17 MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
18 THE COURT: So you feel like there's nothing 
19 impairing your ability to make a decision today? 
20| MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
THE COURT: Okay. Have ycu reviewed this 
Statement of Defendant Regarding Plea Bargain? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Are these your initials that appear 
by- each paragraph? 
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MR. SMITH: Yes. 
THE COURT: Have you signed the document? 
MR. SHUMATE: He has not, Your Honor. We intend 
to sign the document a- this point. 
THE COURT: All right. Mr. Smith, having in 
mind all that we've talked about today — the possible 
penalties — and I should tell you that if you plead 
guilty under these circumstances, I most likely — most 
definitely will sentence you to serve the rest of your 
life in the Utah State Prison — having that in mind, 
is it your desire to enter into this plea agreement? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. If that's your desire, 
sign the agreement. 
(Whereupon the agreement was signed.) 
THE COURT: The record should reflect that the 
defendant has, in fact, affixed his signature in the 
presence.of the Court. 
I note in reading Paragraph 10 of the 
agreement, that it was also part of the plea agreement, 
that the State agreed not to request.the death penalty 
and net to present any aggravating evidence at a 
hearing before the Court. 
Is that correct? 
MR. KANELL: That's correct. Your Honor. 
PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR 
THE COURT: Is that part of your agreement, 
Mr. Shumate? 
MR. SHUMATE: It is, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: And you understand that, Mr. Smith? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
61 THE COURT: All right. Now, have we stated the 
7 entire agreement as you understand it, Mr. Smith? 
8 MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
9 THE COURT: I find that the defendant is acting 
10 freely and voluntarily. He appears to be alert and 
11 responsive to the questioning of the Court. He appears 
12 to know what he' s doing and what this plea agreement is 
12 about. 
14 Do you agree, Mr. Shumate? 
15 MR. SHUMATE: Yes, Your Honor. 
16 THE COURT: Do you agree, Mr. Smith? 
17 MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
IS MR. SHUMATE: Your Honor, perhaps we could make 
19 a brief record on that. 
2C| Tracy, your family has also been here this 
morning; is that correct? 
221 MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
23 MR. SHUMATE: And you've had an opportunity to 
24| visit with your mother, your grandmother, your aunt, 
and your sister; is that correct? 
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MR- SMITH: Yes, sir. 
MR. SHUMATE: And they are here in the courtroom 
at this time? Is that also correct? 
MR. SMITH: Yes. 
MR. SHUMATE: And it's after discussing the 
matter with them and with me and with all of us 
together, that you have determined to enter into this 
decision; is that correct? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
MR. SHUMATE: Thank you. 
THE COURT: Do you have any questions at all, 
Mr. Smith, about anything that is contained in this 
Statement of Defendant Regarding Plea Bargain? 
MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
THE COURT: Do you feel you understand your 
rights in this matter? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Have I presented an adequate record, 
Mr. Shumate? Anything you can think of I need to do? 
MR. SHUMATE: Yes. I think the Court has. 
THE COURT: Mr. Kanell? 
MR. KANELL: Yes, Your Honor. I think that's 
± dkiiC • 
THE COURT: All right. Are you ready now to 
enter your plea, then, to the charge of murder in the 
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first-degree, Mr. Smith? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: What is your plea? 
MR. SMITH: Guilty. 
THE COURT: What is the factual basis? 
MR. KANELL: Your Honor, the State's case is 
that the defendant, Mr. Smith, and another companion 
that he had piciced up hitchhiking were traveling along 
1-15 in a stolen vehicle. 
As they came into Beaver County, they had 
previously used up their last money for gas for the 
vehicle, and they stopped at a rest station north of 
town there locking for someone to rob; that a truck 
driver by the name of James — excuse me. 
THE COURT: James Glen Bray. 
MR. KANELL: James Glen Bray had stopped at the 
rest stop there to — he had made a phone call. He 
went into the rest room. That the truck driver was 
observed coming into the rest room by a witness who was 
in the rest room. He left — as he was leaving the 
rest room, he observed a black male enter the rest 
room. And as he was — this witness was outside with 
his girlfriend, he was — in a short time, he heard a 
loud banging sound. He was not sure what it was, but 
the black man then came cut of the rest room, walking 














briskly, got into a car in the passenger's seat of the 
car, and that car drove away. This occurred shortly 
after 8:00 o'clock at night. 
It was dark. The car, as it left the rest 
area, kept its lights off until it got out onto the 
freeway, and then the lights were turned off, and the 
car sped off. 
THE COURT: Turned on, you mean? 
MR. KANELL: Turned on. That's correct, Your 
Honor. 
The witness who was there — and his 
girlfriend — drove en and contacted the sheriff's 
department and gave a description of the vehicle and of 
the black man and the white man that they had 
observed. 
The defendant and a co-defendant, 
Mr. Miller, were observed in the town of Salina and 
were stopped by officers there and questioned. The 
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And that's basically the State's case, 
Your Honor. 
THE COURT: All right. Mr. Smith, you've heard 
the prosecutor's statement as to what the State's case 
would sho;* in his estimation. Let me just ask you a 
couple questions to deternine whether or not there's a 
factual basis for this plea. 
Did you, in fact, shoot James Glen Bray in 
the rest stop? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: And in so doing, were you trying to 
rob hin? 
MR. SMITH: No, sir. 









State's evidence c 
has stated it? 
MR. SHUMATE 
Do I have to — do I have to? 
Tell me what the reason was. 
It was more or less — really, to 
— a racial argument. 
A racial argument? 
Uh-huh. 
Mr. Shumate, do you agree that the 
f the robbery would be as Mr. Kanell 
Your Honor, the State's evidence 
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regarding robbery will most likely come from the 
co-defendant, Timothy Michael Miller, in Criminal 
No- 620. 
Mr. Miller was the individual driving the 
vehicle at the time. He has made statements 
implicating at least an intention to seek money at the 
rest areas by means of the gun. 
Mr. Smith and I have discussed the 
potential hazards cf taking those facts to trial, and 
he and I have both agreed that the resolution of the 
case as contemplated in the plea agreement is 
appropriate; that the hazard cf taking the facts to 
trial and resting our case solely on Mr. Smith's 
testimony is such that the plea agreement is more 
advisable. 
THE COURT: Is that right, Mr. Smith? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Do you understand what your attorney 
is saying? 
MR. SMITH: Pretty much. 
THE COURT: You understand that he's saying that 
even though.ycu disagree with the evidence about 
robbery, that he fsels and has so advised you that if 
your co-defendant testifies that you went there to rob 
somebody, that a jury might be swayed by that, and you 
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might receive even a more severe penalty — a death 
penalty? Do you undersxand that? 
MR- SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: And having that in mind, is it your 
desire to enter into a plea agreement, knowing that 
you1re going to be sentenced to prison for the rest of 
your life? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Is that a satisfactory record, 
Mr. Kanell? 
MR. KANELL: Yes, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Mr. Shumate? 
MR. SHUMATE: Your Honor, perhaps the record 
should also reflect that the impetus for the plea 
agreement is a weakness in the State's evidence in 
terms that there was no evidence and is no evidence 
that any property cr other thing of value was taken 
from the victim there at the res- area. 
THE COURT: Is that correct, Mr. Kanell? 
MR. KANELL: That is correct, Your Honor. That 
is a weakness in the State's case. 
THE COURT: So, in fact, there was no actual 
robbery, and your evidence would be basically 
circumstantial as to what the intent cf the defendant 
was? 
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MR. KAHELL: That's correct. Your Honor. In 
fact, the Circuit Court bound over cnly on the issue of 
attempted robbery as an aggravated factor. And in the 
plea bargain, I believe it states under the factual 
basis, that it was an attempted robbery. 
THE COURT: All right. Did you understand all 
that, Mr. Smith? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Do you have any questions about 
that? 
MR. SMITH: No, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. Mr. Chamberlain, do you 
want to make a record with regard to your concerns in 
this matter? 
MR. CHAMBERLAIN: Yes, Your Honor. Ifd like the 
record to shew that I represent the family of the 
victim. I've been contacted by them. Specifically by 
Rcwena Hoskins, who is the sister of James Glen Bray, 
the victim in this matter.. 
I've spent a considerable amount of 
time — a considerable amount of time with the 
sheriff's office in reviewing records. I've discussed 
it with Mr. Kanell and Mr. Shumate. Because of their 
concern that justice be served, I have — shortly 
before the lunch hour, I learned of the crcocsed plea 
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agreement thaz has been stated on the record, whereby 
Mr, Smith would plead to first-degree murder as 
outlined on the record, 
I telephoned Rowena Hcskins, reviewed that 
51 with her, and she has given me authority to indicate to 
6 the Court that she is in agreement with that plea 
7 J bargain and is satisfied that — on behalf of her and 
the family members — that she has told me she 
91 represents — that the — that being the wife of 
0 Mr* Bray, another sister, and a child of Mr. 3ray — 
1 that they are satisfied with a plea of guilty to this 
2| offense and a commitment of a life sentence — that 
they are satisfied. 
41 THE COURT: All right. Thank you, Mr. 
Chamberlain. 
6J MR. CHAMBERLAIN: Thank you. 
17 THE COURT: I'd like the record to reflect that 
18 prior to taking the bench here in the open courtroom, 
191 all counsel and I discussed this proposed plea 
20 bargain — including Mr. Chamberlain — so that 
211 everyone was aware of what the proposal was about 
before I took the bench. 
221 Well, based upon the representations made, 
24J I'm going to find that there is a factual basis upon 
which the plaa may be rested. And I'm going to also 
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find that this plea is governed by the provisions of 
the Alford .decision — Alford versus North Carolina, 
And I'm going to accept it on both of those bases, and 
I!m going zo order the plea of guilty entered. 
Recommendations regarding sentencing in 
the matter? 
MR- SHUMATE: Your Honor, Mr. Smith would ask 
the Court to allow him to waive the statutory time and 
proceed with sentencing at this time rather than to 
order the preparation of a presentence report, in view 
of the nature of the plea and the circumstances of the 
facts before the Court. 
I don't think that the Court sentencing 
alternatives are substantial at all, and we're prepared 
to go forward with that at this time. 
THE COURT: All right. Does the State have any 
objection? 
MR. KANELL: The State does not oppose that. 
THE COURT: All right. Mr. Smith, just so 
you're clear on this, the law allows you two days 
before you're sentenced and up to 30 .days for 
sentencing. And you have the right to take advantage 
of that delay if you wish. 
Your counsel's indicated that you want to 
give up that right and be sentenced today; is that 
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are fully contained in this Statement and in the attached plea 
agreement or as supplemented on the record before the Court. 
There is reasonable cause to believe the evidence would support 
the conviction of the Defendant for the offense (s) for which the 
plea(s) are entered and acceptance of the plea(s) would serve the 
public interest. 
DATED this IHtk day of yy7^~»&^ 1988. 
LEO G. KANELL 
Beaver County Attorney 
ORDER 
Based upon the facts set forth in the foregoing 
Statement of Defendant regarding Plea Bargain and the foregoing 
Certificates of Counsel, the Court finds the Defendant's plea of 
guilty is freely and voluntarily made, and it is so ordered that 
the Defendant's pleas of "guilty" to the charge(s) set forth in 
the foregoing Statement be accepted and entered. 
The foregoing Statement of Defendant was signed before 






MR, SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. You realize than and 
I've already told you that if I sentence you today, 
it's going to be to the state prison for the rest of 
your life. 
Do ycu understand that? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: And having that in mind, do you 
still wish to waive your right to a delay? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. The record will reflect 
that waiver. 
Does either counsel wish to present 
anything before I impose sentence? 
Mr. Shumate? 
MR. SHUMATE: No, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Mr. Smith, do you wish to make a 
statement in your own behalf before I impose sentence? 
MR. SMITH: I'm sorry for what happened. I 
wish, you know, if he cculd feel my apology. I know 
that it can't bring him back, but I didn't mean to do 
it. 
THE COURT: Anything else? 
MR. SMITH: That's it. 
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CERTIFICATE OF DEFENSE ATTORNEY 
I certify that I am the attorney for TRACY EUGENE 
SMITH, the Defendant above-named, and I know the Defendant has 
read the Affidavit or that I have read it to the Defendant; I 
have discussed it with the Defendant and believe that the 
Defendant fully understands the meaning of its contents and is 
mentally and physically competent. To the best of my knowledge 
and belief, after an appropriate investigation, the elements of 
the crime(s) and the factual synopsis of the Defendant's criminal 
conduct are correctly stated, and these, along with the other 
representations and declarations made by the Defendant in the 
foregoing Statement are, in all respects, accurate and true. 
DATED this /'C/ day of fytutv^h*** / 1988. 
HUMATE* 
ttorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE 0F./PR0SECUTING ATTORNEY 
I certify that I am the attorney for the State of Utah 
in its case against TRACY EUGENE SMITH, Defendant. I have 
reviewed the Statement of the Defendant and find that the 
declarations, including the elements of the offense of the 
charge(s) and the factual synopsis of the Defendant's criminal 
conduct which constitutes the offense(s) are true and correct. 
No improper inducements, threats, or coercions to encourage a 













THE COURT: Mr. Kane11, anything? 
MR-. XANELL: Your Honor, pursuant to the plea 
agreement, the State does not have any evidence of 
aggravating circumstances to present, and the State 
does not request the Court to sentence the defendant to 
the death sentence. 
THE COURT: Does not request that? 
MR. XANELL: Does not request that. 
THE COURT: All right. 
MR. XANELL: The State requests the Court to 
sentence the defendant to life in prison. 
THE COURT: Anything else? 
MR. SHUMATE: I111 submit it, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: All right. Tracy Eugene Smith, 
having been convicted by your own plea of the offense 
of murder in the first-degree, a capital offense, in 
violation of the laws of the State of Utah, I now 
sentence you to the Utah State Prison for the rest of 
your natural life. 
I'm also going to make a recommendation to 
the board of pardons, which I would like included in 
the order, that Mr. Smith serve 20 years before he's 
considered to be released from the Utah State Prison. 
Anything else? 
MR. SHUMATE: No, Your Honor. 
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reduction of the charges for sentencing made or sought by either 
defense counsel or the prosecutor are not binding on the Court 
and may or may not be approved or followed by the Court. 
11. I am not now under the influence of either drugs 
or alcohol. 
s^f^S 12. I have read this Statement or I have had it read 
to me by my attorney and I have placed my initials beside each 
paragraph to indicated that I know and understand its contents. 
I am Jj,/ years of age, have attended school through 
the iJ2— and I can read and understand the 
English Language. I have discussed its contents with my attorney 
and I ask the Court to accept my plea of guilty to the charges 
set forth above in this statement because I did, in fact, 
(1) on the 3rd day of October, 1988, intentionally and 
knowlingly c a u s ^ the death of JAMES GLEN BRAY, while 
engaged in the commission of an attempted, aggravated 
robbery; 





 mJj£_~&*y of //oiye^i^ kt^ 1988. 
2UGENI TRACY EU E SMITH 
Defendant 
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THE COURT: Mr. Kanell, will you prepare the 
comnxitnient papers and the judgment? 
MR. KANELL; Would you like -- would it be 
appropriate to indicate in the order that a firearm was 
used in the commission of the offense? 
6| THE COURT: Well, there hasn't been a plea taken 
7 to that, but I think the factual basis, as we stated 
8 it, is clear. 
9 Perhaps what I would prefer you do is 
10 obtain a copy cf the transcript of today's proceedings, 
11 and you may attach that, if you wish, when we send it 
12 up to the board of pardons. 
12 MR, KANELL: Okay, Thank you. 
14 THE COURT: All right. Anything else to be 
15 taken care of? 
16 MR, SHUMATE: No, Your Honor. 
17 THE COURT: Thank you. Good luck, Mr. Smith. 
IS I need to inform you cf one other matter, 
19 Mr. Smith. You have the right to appeal the decisions 
4.01 o*. v»rii3 Ccur«. wC^ny. Tna*. r^ gn*. v»c appea.*. ceg^ns to 
21J run today. If you want to appeal, you have to file 
notice of your intent to appeal with the clerk within 
20 days of today's date. If you fail to do that, you 
24j lose your right to appeal. 
Do you understand your right to appeal? 
PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR 
P. 0. Box 1524 - St. George, Ut. (801) 672-5215 
which I have been convicted or to which I have pleaded guilty, my 
plea in the present action may result in consecutive sentences 
beTng imposed on me. 
8. I know that the fact that I have entered a plea of 
guilty does not mean that the Court will not impose either a fine 
or sentence of imprisonment upon me and no promises have been 
made to me by anyone as to what the sentence will be if I plead 
guilty or that it will be made lighter because of my guilty plea. 
9. No one has forced or threatened or coerced me to 
obtain my plea of guilty and I am doing so of my own free will 
and after discussing it with my attorney. I know that any 
opinions he may have expressed to me as to what he believes the 
Court may do are not binding upon the Court. 
sip 10. No promises of any kind have been made to induce 
me to plead guilty except that I have been told that if I do 
>^is> plead guilty, the State has agreed to not request the death 
* ^  penalty and to not present any aggravating evidence at the 
hearing before the court. I have also been informed that my plea 
of guilty to the offense of FIRST DEGREE MURDER, a capital 
offense, is conditional upon the court's imposition of a sentence 
of life imprisonment. I understand that should the court impose 
the death penalty, I may withdraw my plea of guilty and require 
the State of Utah to go forward with a trial in the matter. I am 
also aware that any charge or sentencing concessions or 



















MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. Good luck. 
(Whereupon the proceedings in the 
ibcve-entitled matter were concluded.) 
PAUL G. MCMULLIN. CSR, RPR 
rk^> 4. I know that under the Constitutions of Utah and of 
the United States I have a right against self-incrimination or a 
right- not to give evidence against myself and that this means 
that I cannot be compelled to testify in Court upon trial unless 
I choose to do so. 
A O 5. I know that under the Constitution of Utah, if I 
were tried and convicted by a jury or by the Court, I would have 
a right to appeal my conviction and sentence to either the Court 
of Appeals or the Supreme Court of Utah for review of the trial 
proceedings and that if I could not afford to pay the costs for 
such appeal, those costs would be paid by the State without cost 
to me and that I would have the right to have the assistance of 
counsel on such appeal. 
fiS^ 6. I know and understand that by entering a plea of 
guilty I am waiving my constitutional rights as set out in the 
five preceding paragraphs and that I am, in fact, fully 
incriminating myself by admitting that I am guilty of the crimes 
to which my plea of guilty is entered. 
. H ^ 7. I know that under the laws of Utah the maximum 
sentence that can and may be imposed upon my plea of guilty to 
the charges identified on page one of this affidavit is: 
A. Death or life imprisonment, 
and that the imprisonment may be for consecutive periods if my 
plea is to more than one charge. I also know that if I am on 
probation, parole or awaiting sentencing upon another offense of 
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II C E R T I F I C A T E 
21 STATE OF UTAH ) 
) S3 • 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON ) 
41 I, PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR, a Notary 
5 Public, in and for the County of Washington, State of 
6 Utah, do hereby certify: 
7J That, the foregoing matter, to wit, 
STATE OF UTAH VS. TRACY EUGENE SMITH, CRIMINAL NO. 621, 
Ol was taken down by ma in shorthand at the time and place 
10 therein named and thereafter reduced to computerized 
11 transcription under my direction. 
12 I further testify that I am not interested 
12 in the event of the action. 
14 WITNESS my hand and seal this 22rd day of 
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PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR 
P. C. Bo:s 1524 - St. Gecrge, Ut. (SOI) 672-5215 
1. I know that I have constitutional rights under the 
Constitutions of Utah and the United States to plead not guilty 
and to have a jury trial upon the charges to which I have entered 
a plea of guilty or to a trial by the Court should I elect to 
waive a trial by jury. I know that I have a right to be 
represented by counsel and that I am in fact represented by JAMES 
L. SHUMATE as my attorney. 
2. I know that if I wish to have a trial upon the 
charges, I have a right to be confronted by the witnesses against 
me by having them testify, in open court, in my presence and 
before the Court and jury and that I have the right to have those 
witnesses cross-examined by my attorney. I also know that I have 
the right to have witnesses subpoenaed by the State, at its 
expense, to testify in Court upon my behalf and that I could, if 
I elected to do so, testify in Court upon my own behalf and that, 
if I choose not to do so, the jury can and will be told that this 
fact may not be held against me if I choose to have the jury so 
instructed. 
3. I know that if I were to have a trial, the State 
must prove each and every element of the crime charged to the 
satisfaction of the Court or jury beyond a reasonable doubt; that 
I would have no obligation to offer any evidence myself and that 
any verdict rendered by a jury, whether it be that of guilty or 
not guilty, must be by unanimous agreement of all jurors. 
-2-
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Beaver County Attorney 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
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Telephone: 438-2351 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BEAVER, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, 
Defendant. 
STATEMENT OF DEFENDANT 
REGARDING PLEA BARGAIN, 
CERTIFICATES OF COUNSEL, 
AND ORDER 
Criminal No. 631 
STATEMENT OF DEFENDANT REGARDING PLEA AGREEMENT 
I, TRACY EUGENE SMITH, the above-named Defendant, under 
oath, hereby acknowledge that I have entered a plea of guilty to 
the charge of MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, a capital offense, as 
contained in the Information on file against me in the 
above-entitled Court, a copy of which I have received, and I 
understand the charge to which this plea of guilty is entered is 
a capital felony and that I am entering such plea voluntarily and 
of my own free will after conferring with my attorney, JAMES L. 
SHUMATE, and with the knowledge and understanding of the 
following facts: 
W 
CRAIG S. COOK, No. 713 
Attorney for Defendant-Appellant 
3645 East 3100 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
Telephone: 48 5-8123 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, 
MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION 
Petitioner, TO RESPONDENTS1 MOTION 
TO DISMISS HABEAS PETITIC 
vs • 
HANK GALETKA, North Point Warden, No. 920553 
UTAH STATE PRISON and THE 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Respondents. 
This Memorandum is written in opposition to Respondents' 
Motion to Dismiss the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus filed on 
December 18, 1992. 
The State has distorted the factual record in this case as 
well as applicable case law, and has failed to correctly analyze 
the facts and legal principles as they apply to this case. For 
these reasons, therefore, Petitioner is compelled to respond to 
its Memorandum. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
The State attempts to argue that Petitioner in December of 
1988 had the opportunity of filing a direct appeal in this matter 
and did not do so. The State has left out, however, several 
-1-
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important facts. For example, the State makes the following 
quotation: 
Petitioner therein stated that he had been 
assured by his attorney Hthat a timely notice of 
appeal would be filed with this Court, base[d] upon 
but not limited to effective assistance of counsel." 
(R. 69). (Respondent's Memorandum, at 2). 
Respondents conveniently left out the last sentence that 
Petitioner wrote following that quoted by the respondents. It 
stated, MThat counsel did not fully investigate the facts of the 
case at bar that could have proven the defendant's innocence." 
(R. 69). Thus, contrary to the State's repeated assertions, any 
mention of ineffective counsel in this prior motion had nothing 
whatsoever to do with the proceedings of the guilty plea but 
instead concerned a claim that counsel failed to investigate the 
facts of the killing. 
A second serious omission concerns the facts and 
circumstances relating to the "notice of belated appeal." On 
January 27, 1989 the Clerk of this Court sent a notice to the 
Beaver County Clerk that a notice of appeal had been filed in 
Case No. 890027 (R. 74). On March 20, 1989 a hearing was held 
before the Honorable J. Philip Eves. Defendant was once again 
represented by his court-appointed attorney, James L. Shumate. 
If the question of this appeal becomes relevant, Petitioner would 
proffer that in his conversations with Mr. Shumate he was 
informed that he could not raise any claim of ineffectiveness of 
counsel on appeal and that therefore he should go into the 
Federal court and file a habeas corpus action if he was unhappy 
with Mr. Shumate's performance concerning the investigation. The 
-2-
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A life sentence for capital murder is an indeterminate sentence modifiable by the 
Board of Pardons. Otherwise the Court's recommendation of 20 years before parole would 
be irrelevant and meaningless and this Motion would never have been made. It is evident 
that the Utah Legislature considers a life sentence for capital murder as an indeterminate 
sentence, since it has enacted, since the sentencing in this case, a new possible sentence in 
such cases, life without possibility of parole. (See 76-3-201 UCA) 
The defendant's Motion is denied. The sentence in his case was not illegal as he 
complains. 
DATED this P "~day of July 1996. ^ * » » > ^ 
Minute Entry substantiates Petitioner's claim by the following 
statement: 
This matter was called on for hearing at the 
request of the defendant. Mr. Shumate informed and 
the defendant concurred that the motion be voluntarily 
withdrawn. Mr. Shumate stated that the defendant will 
pursue his requested relief in the Federal court 
system. The appeal was ordered withdrawn. (R. 86). 
The motion to withdraw the guilty plea was filed on December 
4, 1991 by the petitioner pro se. His sole grounds for the 
petition was that there was insufficient evidence to charge him 
with first degree murder. 
ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
THIS PETITION IS NOT PROCEDURALLY BARRED 
SINCE PETITIONER COULD NOT HAVE BROUGHT 
HIS INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE CLAIM IN HIS 
PRIOR MOTION TO WITHDRAW HIS GUILTY PLEA. 
The State argues that since Petitioner did not raise the 
ineffectiveness of counsel in his motion to withdraw the guilty 
plea he is now barred from raising it in this habeas corpus 
action. The State cites the case of Garrish v. Barnes as 
standing for the proposition "a motion to withdraw a guilty plea 
is a prior post-conviction proceeding for procedural bar 
purposes." Again, the State completely distorts the status of 
Utah law. In Garrish this Court held that Garrish was 
procedurally barred by failing to raise the issue of the breached 
plea bargain on appeal from the denial of the motion to withdraw 
the guilty plea. This Court did not hold that the motion to 




the position, citing no authority supporting his view, that a life sentence is not an 
indeterminate sentence. 
The Court now holds that the position of the defendant is incorrect under the Utah 
sentencing scheme. In fact a life sentence for Murder, a capital felony, is an indeterminate 
sentence. Therefore the sentence is not illegal. 
Under Utah's sentencing scheme, all commitments to prison are considered 
indeterminate sentences unless otherwise provided by law. (77-18-4 UCA) Utah's 
Constitution and statutes provide for a Board of Pardons which body is charged with the 
authority and responsibility of determining whether a sentence will be fully served, modified, 
or terminated. (See 77-27-5 UCA; Andrus v. Turner. 590 P.2d 363; Raslins v. Holden. 869 
P-2d 958.) 
The Board of Pardons has unfettered discretion in carrying out its function and its 
decisions are not subject to judicial scrutiny, except in limited cases. 
An indeterminate sentence is one fixed by the sentencing authority (the Court) as a 
maximum sentence or within a possible minimum/maximum range, understanding that the 
actual time to be serve will be later determined by another entity, the Board of Pardons.1 
The alternative plan, determinate sentencing, is used in some states and jurisdictions. Under 
determinate sentencing the Court fixes the exact number of years, months or days to be 
served by the defendant and no other entity has authority to require more or less, as long as 
the sentence is legally permissible. This is not Utah's approach to sentencing. 
'See Mutart v. Pratt. 170 P.67; State v. Empev. 239 P.25; Lee Lim v. Davis, 284 
P.232. 
Counsel has read the Garrish case several times and has been 
unable to find anywhere in the opinion that a motion to withdraw 
a guilty plea is considered a prior post-conviction proceeding in 
relation to habeas corpus petitions. Rule 20, for example, of 
the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure only requests a "statement 
indicating whether any other petition for a writ of habeas corpus 
based upon the same or similar grounds has been filed and the 
reason why relief was denied. (Rule 20(c)(3)), 
The issues in a motion to withdraw a guilty plea and a 
habeas corpus action can be quite distinct. In the motion to 
withdraw action, the question is whether the defendant made a 
knowing plea or whether the State and the Court breached its 
agreement with the defendant. In many cases involving guilty 
plea motions no claim whatsoever is made of ineffectiveness of 
counsel. Likewise, a claim of ineffectiveness of counsel in a 
habeas corpus action may have nothing whatsoever to do with the 
entry of the guilty plea. It is for this reason that two 
post-conviction remedies cannot be used as procedural bars in the 
sense of two successive petitions for habeas corpus. 
The distinction in Garrish and the instant case is 
remarkable. Garrish was convicted of child abuse and was 
ultimately sentenced to a minimum mandatory term of six years to 
life. During the proceedings he was represented by three 
separate attorneys. Here, Petitioner, who was 21 years old at 
the time of the conviction, was represented by only one attorney 
and was sentenced to life imprisonment with a twenty-year 
recommendation of imprisonment. This recommendation is now being 
-4-
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR BEAVER COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, j MEMORANDUM OPINION 
Plaintiff, j 
vs. I CASE NO. 631 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, \ 





_ — i 
The defendant, Tracy Eugene Smith, entered a plea of guilty to the crime of Murder 
in the First Degree, a capital felony, on November 14, 1988. The Court sentenced him to 
serve a life sentence and recommended to the Board of Pardons that he serve at least 20 
years before being allowed parole. The defendant has since filed at least one appeal and 
several petitions for extraordinary relief. 
On May 15, 1996, the defendant caused to be filed a "Motion for an Order of Court 
Correcting a Sentence that was Imposed in an Illegal Manner." The defendant moves the 
Court to correct or modify the sentence given by deleting the Court's recommendation'that 
the defendant serve 20 years before being paroled. The defendant correctly argues that the 
Court can correct an illegal sentence at any time. (See Rule 22, Utah Rules of Criminal 
Procedure.) 
The alleged illegality raised by the defendant is that the Court sentenced the defendant 
to a life sentence and then made a recommendation pursuant to 77-27-13(5) UCA. The 
defendant argues that the Court acted illegally because that statutory provision, by its own 
terms, applies only to cases where an "indeterminate sentence is imposed," Defendant takes 
followed by the Board of Pardons. 
Garrish involved (1) a direct appeal, (2) a full evidentiary 
hearing as to a subsequent motion to withdraw the guilty plea, 
(3) an appeal from that denial; (4) three separate habeas corpus 
actions; and (5) an appeal from the denial of t:he third habeas 
corpus petition. In contrast to this abundance of judicial 
procedure in Garrish, the petitioner in this case did not file 
any direct appeal from his entry of guilty plea based upon the 
advice of his court-appointed attorney, James Shumate. Appearing 
pro se, Petitioner filed a motion to withdraw the guilty plea but 
no evidentiary hearing was held. The Court ordered the dismissal 
of the motion based solely upon the record. It was not until the 
proceedings before this Court with Petitioner's new 
court-appointed attorney that the present claims in the direct 
appeal and habeas corpus action have been made. This blemished 
legal process supports the contention of Justice Zimmerman in 
Garrish that counsel should be provided in a thorough post 
conviction proceeding and appeal. 
Clearly, Petitioner was not previously aware of the 
ineffectiveness of counsel in sentencing now being asserted in 
the habeas corpus action filed in this court. The State's 
repeated reference that he was aware of such a claim four years 
earlier is a complete distortion of the record. (Respondents1 
Brief at 4). His earlier statement in his affidavit concerning 
his counsel's failure to investigate the facts of the crime 
certainly does not preclude an ineffectiveness claim being made 




In failing to file a direct appeal, Petitioner cannot be 
held accountable for listening to the advice of the 
court-appointed attorney who is now being accused of being 
ineffective. Fernandez v. Cook, 783 P.2d 547 (Utah 1989). In 
addition, this Court has held that the writ of habeas corpus is a 
flexible protection to protect against the denial of a 
constitutional right in a criminal conviction and that the "good 
cause" requirement is justified for a number of reasons including 
the existence of fundamental unfairness in a conviction* Hearst 
v. Cook, 777 P.2d 1029 (Utah 1989). 
Accordingly, this petition is not procedurally barred and 
must not be dismissed. 
POINT II 
THIS PETITION SHOULD NOT BE DISMISSED 
UNDER HILL V. LOCKHART. 
The State next argues that under Hill v. Lockhart, 474 U.S. 
52 (1985) Petitioner has failed to allege sufficient prejudice to 
allow this matter to proceed. This claim is broken by the State 
into two parts: first, the assertion by Petitioner that his 
counsel failed to inform him as to the twenty-year sentence 
recommendation or that the judge could make such a 
recommendation; and second, the other matters concerning 
counsel's representation during the guilty plea proceeding. 
These parts will now be addressed sequentially. 
The Hill v. Lockhart case, contrary to the State's 
assertion, is not identical "in all material respects to the case 
at bar." In Hill the petitioner claimed his attorney failed to 
-6-
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Defendant has had repeated opportunities to raise this issue, including a prior motion to 
withdraw his plea. There is no new evidence alleged by defendant. The limitations period for 
post-conviction relief has passed. (See 78-35a-107 UCA) 
Pursuant to Rule 65B(5), Utah Rules of Civil Procedure, this court now finds that this 
motion is frivolous, repetitive and without merit. In addition, it is unsupported by the records 
of the plea. 
Accordingly for the reasons set out above, the Motion is denied. 
DATED this 21st day of August 1997. 
properly advise him as to his eligibility for parole under the 
sentence agreed to in the plea bargain. The Supreme Court held 
that neither Arkansas nor Federal law required that petitioner be 
informed of his parole eligibility date prior to pleading guilty. 
The Court stated: 
We have never held that the United States 
Constitution requires the State to furnish a defendant 
with information about parole eligibility in order for 
the defendant's plea of guilty to be voluntary, and 
indeed such a constitutional requirement would be 
inconsistent with the current rules of procedure 
governing the entry of guilty pleas in the Federal 
court- 474 U.S. at 56. 
In the instant case, the information which was omitted by 
Petitioner's counsel was not that of parole but was that of 
sentencing. Numerous cases hold that matters affecting the 
sentence of a defendant allow withdrawal of a guilty plea if all 
elements and facts and circumstances are not fully explained. 
See State v. Smith, 776 P.2d 929 (Utah 1989); State v, Copeland, 
765 P.2d 1266 (Utah 1988); State v. West, 765 P.2d 891 (Utah 
1988); State v. Vasilacopulous, 756 P,2d 92 (Utah App. 
1988). 
Once again, the State has distorted the record by failing to 
complete the quotation cited in Respondents' memorandum. The 
State makes the following assertion: 
In his affidavit he states under oath, "Had I 
known that the judge was going to make this kind of 
recommendation I don't know whether I would have 
entered this plea or not... (Respondents' Memorandum 
at 7) . 
The State omitted the following subsequent language of that 
sentence, "since the state had very weak evidence concerning the 
attempt to rob Mr. Bray." (Affidavit at 18). 
-7-
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Section 78-35a-109 UCA requires the court to consider two factors in deciding whether 
to appoint pro bono counsel. The court has considered those factors. This case raises only 
one issue, ie: whether the defendant can withdraw his plea of guilty. Defendant alleges that 
this court failed to comply with the provisions of Rule 11, U.R.Crim.P. There is no need for 
an evidentiary hearing as the issues can be decided from the transcripts and records of the 
taking of the plea. In addition, in view of the provisions of 78-35a-106 UCA and 78-35a-107 
UCA, this court will be dismissing and denying the Motion because the Statute of Limitations 
period has passed and the claim raised by the defendant in this motion was raised and 
addressed in previous appeal proceedings, or should have been, or was raised and addressed in 
previous post conviction relief proceedings, or should have been. 
The issues do not appear complicated and there is no need for an evidentiary hearing. 
Thus the appointment of pro bono counsel is not warranted. 
The petitioner's Motion for Appointment of Legal Counsel is denied. 
MOTION TO WITHDRAW GUILTY PLEA AND CORRECT ILLEGAL SENTENCE 
On August 4, 1997, Mr. Smith filed a Notice to Submit for Decision and Request for 
Hearing on his most recent motion to withdraw the guilty plea. The Court declines to set the 
matter for oral argument. The Court has read the Motion submitted by Mr. Smith and the 
affidavits included herewith. Mr. Smith challenges the entry of the plea in this case on the 
grounds that he was not advised that the recommendations of the prosecution and his own 
attorney were not binding upon the Court. 
The Lockhart case acknowledged that in many instances an 
inquiry of "prejudice" will depend on likelihoods of various 
circumstances and how they would have most probably affected the 
outcome of a trial or plea. Petitioner was entitled to be 
informed of all available pertinent information concerning 
sentencing. By not being given this information he was clearly 
prejudiced as a matter of law by being unable to make a knowing 
and voluntary decision. If he stated today that he would not 
have entered the plea had he known this twenty-year 
recommendation would be made, such a statement would be 
meaningless since the inquiry in these type of cases is at the 
time the guilty plea was made. The failure to correctly advise a 
defendant as to pertinent sentencing information creates 
automatic prejudice regardless of what outcome a defendant may 
have chosen had he been correctly advised. 
The second portion of the argument made by the State is 
equally absurd. The State claims that the petition never alleges 
that but for counsel's errors the judge would have made a 
different recommendation or no recommendation at all. 
(Respondents' Brief at 8). This statement is simply not true. 
As noted in the Memorandum of Points and Authorities which was 
incorporated by reference in the habeas corpus petition, "had 
Petitioner's appointed counsel been effective the twenty-year 
recommendation made by the lower court at the conclusion of the 
sentencing proceeding may well not have been made." (Petitioner's 
Memorandum of Points and Authorities at 2). Moreover, Petitioner 
devoted seven pages of his Memorandum to showing the prejudice 
-8-
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determination was appealed. On April 3, 1997, the Court of Appeals issued a Memorandum 
Opinion upholding the decision of the trial court. 
In addition Mr. Smith filed in the 3rd-District Court the case of Smith v. Galetka. Case 
No. 930900217, which was a Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus. In that case Mr. Smith 
raised additional claims as to the propriety of the taking of his plea. The trial court ruled 
against Mr. Smith in that case, and Mr. Smith did not appeal. 
MOTION TO APPOINT LEGAL COUNSEL 
On July 28, 1997, Mr. Smith filed yet another Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea and 
Correct Illegal Sentence. He now seeks to have this Court appoint counsel to represent him 
and proposes to require the County of Beaver to pay the costs of that Motion and the 
subsequent proceedings. 
Under the provisions of 78-35a-101 UCA, et. Seq.. the Court has authority only to 
appoint pro bono counsel. There is no provision for appointments paid by the county where 
the conviction occurred. 
This Court apparently has discretion as to whether or not to appoint counsel. (See 78-
35a-109 UCA) Although this is a serious case for the petitioner in view of the long period of 
confinement which he is undergoing, the Court is of the opinion that Mr. Smith has had 
several opportunities to raise the issues which he thought were appropriate relating to his entry 
of his plea of guilty in this case. The Court can see no reason to appoint counsel in this case 
and hereby declines to do so. 
which occurred or could have occurred because of counsel's 
conduct during the sentencing proceedings. See Petitioner's 
Memorandum at 10-16. 
The State wishes Petitioner to be a fortune teller. The 
State wishes Petitioner to allege what the judge woud have done 
had Petitioner's attorney presented the information to him as he 
should have done under an effective counsel standard. Petitioner 
submits that there is a reasonable probability that the conduct 
of his counsel undermined the confidence in the outcome of the 
sentencing recommendation. Again, Petitioner was entitled to 
present reliable information to the court as part of his 
constitutional sentencing rights. Whether the judge would have 
done anything differently after this material had been presented 
is not the question. It is the failure to present this material 
which is the crux of this petition. In the context of a trial 
setting, it cannot be said that the complete failure of Mr. 
Shumate to present any evidence or arguments in the sentencing 
hearing was "harmless error." 
The State also wishes Petitioner to prove beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the twenty-year recommendation made by the 
court conclusively caused the twenty-year sentence imposed by the 
Board of Pardons. This kind of proof is not required here. The 
mere coincidence of the twenty-year term in both proceedings 
establishes a "reasonable probability" that the judge's 
recommendation was followed by the Board of Pardons. 
The State, in summary, is attempting to use technicalities 
to escape a clear case of possible injustice. If it is necessary 
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This matter came before the Court this date on the petitioner's Motion and Order for 
Appointment of Legal Counsel. The petitioner moves the Court for appointment of legal 
counsel to be paid by Beaver County and to pursue petitioner's most recent motion to 
withdraw his plea. 
The defendant was convicted of murder upon his plea of guilty on November 14, 1988. 
Thereafter in December 1991, the defendant filed a motion to withdraw his guilty plea after 
having lost his direct appeal rights by inaction. The Court denied the request to withdraw the 
guilty plea and the matter was pursued by appeal to the Supreme Court of the State of Utah. 
On December 27, 1993, the Supreme Court issued its opinion addressing the claims raised by 
the defendant, including the letter written by this Court to the Board of Pardons recommending 
that the defendant serve at least 20 years. The trial court's denial of the Motion to Withdraw 
the plea was upheld. Thereafter the defendant herein filed a motion for an order of the Court 
correcting the sentence which Mr. Smith claimed was illegal. The Court issued a 
Memorandum Opinion on July 19, 1996, in which the defendant's motion was denied. That 
to weigh probabilities and "what ifs" then an evidentiary hearing 
should be held so that factual findings can be made concerning 
these predictions and probability assessments. Petitioner would 
assert, however, that the record on its face clearly shows that 
he was denied effective representation of counsel by the complete 
failure to meet the standards of an attorney representing a 
defendant in a capital murder case in which a substantial 
sentence is extremely possible. 
For these reasons, therefore, this matter should be set for 
hearing either on the merits or remanded for an evidentiary 
hearing to answer any of the questions that are pertinent to this 
petition. 
DATED this 28th day of December, 1992. 
Craig S. C6ok 
Attorney for Petitioner 
MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I hereby certify that I mailed a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing to J. Frederic Voros, Jr., Assistant Attorney 
General, 236 State Capitol Building, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
this 28th day of December, 1992. 
-10-
4TrAC/t"?£«JT \S 
(Eratg BttplimB (Hunk 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
3645 EAST 3 1 OO SOUTH 
S A L T LAKE CITY UTAH 8 4 1 0 9 
(801)485 8123 
FAX (801) 485 2925 
U-33, MS 
SUBJECT 
Id., quoting Hurst v. Cook. 777 P.2d 1029, 1036 (Utah 1989). This Court finds that the 
present motion merely recited those arguments made by Defendant on other occasions, and 
represents an attempt to keep his case alive indefinitely. As such, it was within this Court's 
discretion to dismiss the present motion without including findings of fact or conclusions of 
law. 
14. Based on the foregoing, Defendant's Motion of Reconsideration of Defendant's 
Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea and Correct Illegal Sentence is DENIED. 
Dated at Parowan, Utah this Z day of September, 1997. 




January 13, 1994 
Honorable David S. Young 
Third District Court 
240 East 400 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Re: Tracy Eugene Smith v. Hank Galetka, et al. 
Case No. 93-0900217HC 
Dear Judge Young: 
I have recently completed an extensive review of this case 
together with the decision rendered last month by the Utah 
Supreme Court. Unfortunately, because of various procedural 
difficulties which have occurred in this case, I am at a loss as 
to how to proceed. For this reason, I would request a conference 
with counsel in order to have the opportunity to determine how to 
proceed in the future. 
In order to allow the Court and counsel an insight into my 
concerns I offer the following. At the conclusion of the hearing 
in this case you ordered that Ms. Micklos prepare Findings in 
support of your judgment. I was to be sent the Findings for my 
approval as to form. Accordingly, Ms. Micklos sent me her 
proposed Findings and in order to try to expedite this case I 
sent to her my proposed changes to her Findings and Conclusions 
on November 3, 1993. On November 9 she sent me a letter stating 
she could not accept these changes and that the Findings would 
therefore be submitted to. 
I assumed that my objections were also included with her 
Findings but I do not know if they were or not. In any event, on 
November 22 the Court executed the Findings and Judgment. On 
November 29 I sent this Court a letter stating that I was not 
sure if my objections had been received and therefore enclosed a 
copy of my objections for consideration. At that time I did not 
know that the Court had already executed the Findings and Order. 
On December 14 this Court issued a Minute Entry declining to 
sing the requested Findings offered by me but finding that the 
Court disagreed with portions of two of the findings and 
10. The burden of satisfying the first prong weighs heavily against the Defendant. 
"To prevail on the first prong, a petitioner must overcome a strong presumption that counsel 
rendered adequate assistance." IcL (citations omitted). This requires the Defendant to 
demonstrate specific instances where counsel acted or failed to act in a manner which does 
not meet an objective standard of reasonableness. M- (citations omitted). Importantly, courts 
reviewing an attorney's performance will grant "counsel wide latitude to make tactical 
decisions and will not question such decisions unless . . . [there is] fno reasonable basis1 for 
them." Id., quoting Fernandez v. Cook. 870 P.2d 870, 876 (Utah 1993). 
11. In the present case, defense counsel addressed the Court with regard to the 
weaknesses in the State's case against the Defendant. At that time, defense counsel stated 
that, in light of the fact that Defendant's co-defendant was involved in a criminal case arising 
out of the same incident, and that testimony might be elicited in that case which would 
implicate the Defendant in a robbery offense, it was advisable for the Defendant to accept the 
terms of the plea. When taking the co-defendant's criminal case into consideration, and the 
possibility that Defendant faced a death sentence if his case had resulted in a jury trial, it is 
the opinion of this Court that defense counsel's advice that Defendant sign the plea agreement 
had a reasonable basis which does not reflect ineffective assistance of counsel. 
12. As this Court has determined Defendant failed to satisfy the first prong required 
to establish ineffective assistance of counsel, it will not reach the issue of whether Defendant 
satisfied the second prong. Therefore, this Court finds that the Defendant has failed to set 
forth any new facts or present any other reason which would warrant providing relief from 
this Court's August 21, 1997 decision. 
13. In conclusion, this Court would direct Defendant's attention to the Court's 
finding in the August 21, 1997 Memorandum of Points and Authorities, wherein the Court 
determined that Defendant's motion was frivolous, repetitive and without merit pursuant to 
U.R.C.P. 65(B)(5). This Court would also direct Defendant's attention to the case Wright v. 
Carver. 886 P.2d 58, 60 (Utah 1994), which held: 
"A ground for relief from a conviction or sentence that has once been fully and 
fairly adjudicated on appeal or in a prior habeas proceeding should not be 
readjudicated unless it can be shown that there are 'unusual circumstances.' . . .This 
rule was fashioned to prevent abuse by prisoners who burden the courts and 
frustrate the ends of justice by trying to keep cases alive indefinitely.'" 
conclusions which had in fact been executed. The Court stated, 
"The Findings entered may remain with these adjustments." 
On December 27, 1993 the Supreme Court in Case No. 92-0141 
affirmed the lower court's denial of Mr. Smith's Motion to 
Withdraw his guilty plea and discussed the issue that was raised 
for the first time on appeal concerning Appellant's claim that 
tftzr lower court had insufficient evidence in order to make a 
twenty year recommendation of a sentence. Because this issue was 
raised for the first time on appeal, the Supreme Court refused to 
hear it. The Court stated, "However, the District Court may 
address the issue of the twenty-year recommendation in Smith's 
pending Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus." 
These procedural events, as seems to be typical of this 
case, cannot be readily classified under our rules of civil 
procedure. I view them as follows: The state submitted proposed 
Findings to the Court which had not been approved as to form by 
myself. Through a misunderstanding I assumed that my objections 
had been filed concurrently but apparently they were not. This 
Court, based upon no objections,, entered the Findings on November 
22. 
No official notice was sent to me that the Judgment had been 
entered in accordance with Rule 58A(d). Nevertheless, I sent to 
this Court my proposed changes and additions to the Findings 
submitted by the State. This letter and proposed Findings was 
essentially a motion under Rule 52 or Rule 59 requesting an 
amendment of the Findings and Judgment. 
The Minute Entry of December 14, in my view, was therefore a 
decision denying the requested changes except for two specific 
Findings. The Minute Entry, however, is not a final order for 
any purpose and thus an order needs to be prepared officially 
amending the previously-entered Findings. 
Since a final judgment has not been entered in this case 
Rule 59 would allow Petitioner to file a Motion to Open the 
Judgment to take additional evidence, if necessary, as to the 
issue that has been referred to this Court by the Utah Supreme 
Court. 
After this Court enters a decision as to the "judge's 
recommendation issue", then the entire matter could be finalized 
if an order which then could be appealable to the Supreme Court 
in Petitioner desires. 
While I acknowledge that this above scenario is open to 
debate, I believe that this is the precise reason that a 
conference should be held in order to discuss the most prudent 
way of proceeding to avoid any further road blocks to completing 
this case. I would be most happy to schedule a conference with 
the Court and with Ms. Micklos at any time during the next four 
weeks. 
the purpose behind this rule is to ensure defendants are guaranteed their constitutional rights. 
7. However, this Court would also point out that the provision at issue affords 
protection only if sentencing recommendations are allowed by the court. In the case at hand, 
the Defendant was charged with a capital offense, the criminal penalties for which are 
statutorily designated as either the death penalty or life imprisonment. U.C.A. § 76-3-207(4), 
(6) (1996). In addition, the parties had entered into a conditional plea agreement which 
expressly provided that Defendant would be sentenced to life imprisonment rather than face 
the potentiality of a death sentence in a trial by jury. Therefore, according to the statute, and 
the plea arrangement agreed to by the parties, the term of Defendant's sentence was not an 
issue at the time of sentencing. 
8. At the time the Defendant entered his plea, this Court asked counsel if they had 
any recommendations regarding sentencing. This question, taken out of context, may be what 
has confused the Defendant and led him to believe that some violation of his Rule 11 rights 
was violated. However, when taken in context, the question was asked and responded to in 
light of Defendant's right to delay the imposition of sentencing for a period of thirty days. 
Counsel for the Defendant responded by saying that the Defendant desired to waive that time, 
and that a presentence report was unnecessary in light of the nature of the plea. Therefore, 
this Court does not find merit in Defendant's claim that the Court erred by violating 
Defendant's Rule 11 protections. 
9. With respect to Defendant's claim that he received ineffective assistance of 
counsel at the time he entered his plea, this Court agrees with Defendant's interpretation of 
U.C.A. § 78-35a-106(2), insofar as the statute permits individuals challenging a conviction or 
sentence to seek relief on grounds they received ineffective assistance of counsel, and that this 
claim is exempt from the statute of limitations period governing appeals. However,! this 
Court would add that, in order to establish that he was poorly represented, the Defendant 
must satisfy a two-prong test: 
First, a petitioner must show "that his counsel rendered a deficient performance in 
some demonstrable manner, which performance fell below an objective standard of 
reasonable professional judgment." . . .Second, a petition must show that his 
counsel's performance prejudiced him. 
Tavlor v. Warden. 905 P.2d 277, 282 (Utah 1995); quoting Bundv v. Deland. 763 P.2d 803, 
805 (Utah 1988). 
I appreciate your attention in this matter. 
Very truly yours, 
Craig S. Cook 
CSCrkd 
cc: Angela F. Miklos 
Assistant Attorney General 
236 State Capitol Bldg. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
not timely, in that the applicable statute of limitations period had expired for bringing forward 
such motions. (Id. at p. 3) 
3. Defendant claimed he was not advised that the recommendations made by the 
prosecutor and defense counsel were not binding on the Court, and that such knowledge 
would have altered the outcome. This Court declined to grant Defendant's motion on this 
claim on grounds that the Defendant failed to present new evidence, and that the statute of 
limitations period had expired for that relief as well. (Id. at pp. 3-4) 
4. Defendant's present motion requests a reconsideration of that prior order. 
The Defendant primarily focuses on two different claims. First, the Defendant claims that he 
was inadequately represented by counsel at the time the plea agreement was entered on the 
record, in that the State would be unable to establish that Defendant had the requisite intent to 
commit the crime in a trial on the matter, which defense counsel failed to properly consider. 
Second, the Defendant claims that this Court committed error in failing to advise the 
Defendant that any sentencing recommendations agreed upon by the prosecution and defense 
counsel were not binding on the Court. 
5. As a preliminary matter, this Court finds that the rules of civil procedure do not 
include a provision for motions for reconsideration. See Ron Shepherd Ins.. Inc. v. Shields. 
882 P.2d 650 (Utah 1994). However, it has been the practice of some courts to address 
motions which have been so titled as if they had been filed pursuant to an applicable rule. See 
Watkiss & Campbell v. Foa & Son. 808 P.2d 1061 (Utah 1991). This Court finds that 
Defendant's motion finds some applicability with Rule 60 of the rules of civil procedure, 
which provides for relief from a judgment or order. A motion for relief from a judgment or 
order may be granted by a court to provide relief from a final judgment, order, or proceeding 
under certain circumstances, including but not limited to the discovery of new evidence, or 
any other reason justifying relief. U.R.C.P. 60(b) (1997). 
6. With respect to Defendant's claim that this Court failed to properly advise 
according to U.R.Cr.P. 11(g)(2), this Court finds that this rule provides the following: 
If sentencing recommendations are allowed by the court, the court shall advise the 
defendant personally that any recommendation as to sentence is not binding on the 
court. 
This Court agrees that, in accordance with the decision State v. Gibbons. 740 P.2d 1309 
(Utah 1987), courts are required to strictly comply with the provisions of Rule 11, and that 
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IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
BEAVER COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, 
Defendant. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION 
CASE NO. 631 
JUDGE J. PHILIP EVES 
The above-captioned matter came before this Court on Defendant's Motion of 
Reconsideration of Defendant's Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea and Correct Illegal Sentence. 
The Defendant moves this Court to reconsider the decision executed August 21, 1997, 
wherein the Court denied Plaintiffs Motion and Order for Appointment of Legal Counsel. 
This Court has reviewed Defendant's motion, as well as the Court's previous decisions on 
similar motions. Having reviewed the file, having reviewed the applicable law, and deeming 
itself fully advised in the premises, the Court now makes the following findings and 
conclusions: 
1. On November 14 1988, the Defendant was convicted of murder pursuant to the 
entry of a guilty plea. What followed thereafter were numerous attempts, both to this Court 
and to the state appellate courts, on the part of the Defendant to have this guilty plea 
withdrawn and have the matter set for trial. In all such instances, this Court denied 
Defendant's motions, which denials were affirmed by the appellate courts. 
2. Following Defendant's July 28, 1997 Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea and 
Correct liiegal Sentence, wherein Defendant requested the Court to appoint legal counsel and 
requested that his guilty plea be withdrawn and his sentence be "corrected," this Court issued 
a decision denying Defendant's motion. At that time, this Court held that, though it was 
within its discretion to appoint counsel on a pro bono basis, that Defendant's petition neither 
contained factual allegations necessitating an evidentiary hearing, nor did it involve 
complicated issues of law or fact requiring the assistance of counsel. Therefore, this Court 
declined to appoint legal counsel on Defendant's behalf, pursuant to U.C.A. § 78-36-109 
(1996). (Mem. of P. & A., pp. 2-3) This Court further found that Defendant's motion was 
I 
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murder. He was charged with 
another while engaged in the 
commit robbery or aggravated 
§ 76-5-202(1) (d) . The trial 
imprisonment and recommended 
parole or even be considered 
least Twenty (20) years." 
pleaded guilty to first degree 
intentionally causing the death of 
commission of or an attempt to 
robbery. See Utah Cede Ann. 
court sentenced him to life 
that "the Defendant not be allowed 
for parole until he has served at 
On December 4, 1991, Smith moved to withdraw his guilty 
plea on the ground that the trial court could not have reasonably 
accepted a guilty plea for capital murder because Smith had 
denied that he was attempting to rob the victim at the time of 
the murder. On February 24, 1992, the trial court denied the 
motion to withdraw the guilty plea. Smith filed a notice of 
appeal'from that ruling on March 20, 1992. Subsequently, on 
December 4, 1992, Smith filed a petition for a writ of habeas 
corpus in this Court, alleging that he had received ineffective 
assistance of counsel during the sentencing proceeding. On 
January 5, 1993, this Court referred the habeas petition to the 
Third District Court, where it is currently pending. 
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Counsel was appointed to represent Smith on his appeal 
from the denial of his motion to withdraw his guilty plea. 
Counsel states in his brief for defendant: 
After review of the record appellate counsel 
concluded that the lower court was absolutely 
correct in its ruling. Since Mr. Miller [a 
co-defendant] was purportedly ready to 
testify as to the intention of robbing the 
victim there is no question but that a jury 
could have believed Millers testimony and 
[could] have found Defendant guilty of 
capital murder. The argument that Defendant 
made to the .Tower court was simply without 
merit. 
Initially, counsel considered filing an 
Anders brief allowing Defendant to argue his 
position in spite of counsel's belief to the 
contrary. Appellate counsel has spoken [at] 
length with Defendant at the Utah State 
Prison and is now able to represent that 
Defendant concurs in this assessment and 
therefore withdraws any appeal based upon the 
grounds previously raised below. 
Counsel further states that under State v. Clavton, 639 
P.2d 168 (Utah 1981), and State v. Gabaldon# 735 P.2d 410 (Utah 
Ct. App. 1987), an attorney representing a criminal defendant on 
appeal may withdraw only if he finds the case to be wholly 
frivolous but that "the present situation is somewhat of a 
hybrid. The grounds raised by the defendant are clearly 
frivolous and cannot be supported. On the other hand, grounds 
that were not raised by the defendant below are, in the opinion 
of counsel, meritorious and deserve consideration by some 
reviewing court.1' We agree that other evidence of Smith's intent 
to rob existed and that tne trial court properly denied the 
motion to withdraw the guilty plea. 
The issue that appellate counsel urges us to address 
for the first time on appeal is whether the trial court erred in 
entering a twenty-year recommendation of incarceration with 
respect to Smith's prison sentence. Counsel asserts that there 
was no factual record before the trial court justifying that 
recommendation. We refuse to address the issue. 
It is black-letter law that an appellate court will not 
address issues raised for the first time on appeal except in 
extraordinary circumstances that do not exist here. Oner Int'l, 
Inc. v. 11th Ave. Corp., 850 P.2d 447, 455 (Utah 1993); State v. 
Allen, 839 P.2d 291, 302 (Utah 1992); State v. Stecrcrell, 660 P.2d 
252, 254 (Utah 1983). However, the district court may address 
No. 920141 2 
the issue of the twenty-year recommendation in Smith's pending 
petition for a writ of habeas corpus. 
Affirmed. 
WE CONCUR: 
Gordon R. Hall, 
Richard C. Howe, 
Chief Justice 
Christine 
Chie f Justice 
Associate 
M. Durham, Justice 
Michael D. Zimmerman, Justice 
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testify as to the intention of robbing the 
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could have believed Miller's testimony and 
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Ct. App. 1987) , an attorney representing a criminal defendant on 
appeal may withdraw only if he finds the case to be wholly 
frivolous but that "the present situation is somewhat of a 
hybrid. The grounds raised by the defendant are clearly 
frivolous and cannot be supported. On the other hand, grounds 
that were not raised by the defendant below are, in the opinion 
of counsel, meritorious and deserve consideration by some 
reviewing court." We agree that other evidence of Smith's intent 
to rob existed and that the trial court properly denied the 
motion to withdraw the guilty plea. 
The issue that appellate counsel urges us to address 
for the first time on appeal is whether the trial court erred in 
entering a twenty-year recommendation of incarceration with 
respect to Smith's prison sentence. Counsel asserts that there 
was no factual record before the trial court justifying that 
recommendation. We refuse to address the issue. 
It is black-letter law that an appellate court will not 
address issues raised for the first time on appeal except in 
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BEAVER COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, 
Defendant. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION 
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JUDGE J. PHILIP EVES 
The above-captioned matter came before this Court on Defendant's Motion of 
Reconsideration of Defendant's Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea and Correct Illegal Sentence. 
The Defendant moves this Court to reconsider the decision executed August 21, 1997, 
wherein the Court denied Plaintiffs Motion and Order for Appointment of Legal Counsel. 
This Court has reviewed Defendant's motion, as well as the Court's previous decisions on 
similar motions. Having reviewed the file, having reviewed the applicable law, and deeming 
itself fully advised in the premises, the Court now makes the following findings and 
conclusions: 
1. On November 14 1988, the Defendant was convicted of murder pursuant to the 
entry of a guilty plea. What followed thereafter were numerous attempts, both to this Court 
and to the state appellate courts, on the part of the Defendant to have this guilty plea 
withdrawn and have the matter set for trial. In all such instances, this Court denied 
Defendant's motions, which denials were affirmed by the appellate courts. 
2. Following Defendant's July 28, 1997 Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea and 
Correct liiegal Sentence, wherein Defendant requested the Court to appoint legal counsel and 
requested that his guilty plea be withdrawn and his sentence be "corrected," this Court issued 
a decision denying Defendant's motion. At that time, this Court held that, though it was 
within its discretion to appoint counsel on a pro bono basis, that Defendant's petition neither 
contained factual allegations necessitating an evidentiary hearing, nor did it involve 
complicated issues of law or fact requiring the assistance of counsel. Therefore, this Court 
declined to appoint legal counsel on Defendant's behalf, pursuant to U.C.A. § 78-36-109 
(1996). (Mem. of P. & A., pp. 2-3) This Court further found that Defendant's motion was 
r 
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not timely, in that the applicable statute of limitations period had expired for bringing forward 
such motions. (Id. at p. 3) 
3. Defendant claimed he was not advised that the recommendations made by the 
prosecutor and defense counsel were not binding on the Court, and that such knowledge 
would have altered the outcome. This Court declined to grant Defendant's motion on this 
claim on grounds that the Defendant failed to present new evidence, and that the statute of 
limitations period had expired for that relief as well. (Id. at pp. 3-4) 
4. Defendant's present motion requests a reconsideration of that prior order. 
The Defendant primarily focuses on two different claims. First, the Defendant claims that he 
was inadequately represented by counsel at the time the plea agreement was entered on the 
record, in that the State would be unable to establish that Defendant had the requisite intent to 
commit the crime in a trial on the matter, which defense counsel failed to properly consider. 
Second, the Defendant claims that this Court committed error in failing to advise the 
Defendant that any sentencing recommendations agreed upon by the prosecution and defense 
counsel were not binding on the Court. 
5. As a preliminary matter, this Court finds that the rules of civil procedure do not 
include a provision for motions for reconsideration. See Ron Shepherd Ins.. Inc. v. Shields. 
882 P.2d 650 (Utah 1994). However, it has been the practice of some courts to address 
motions which have been so titled as if they had been filed pursuant to an applicable rule. See 
Watkiss & Campbell v. Foa & Son. 808 P.2d 1061 (Utah 1991). This Court finds that 
Defendant's motion finds some applicability with Rule 60 of the rules of civil procedure, 
which provides for relief from a judgment or order. A motion for relief from a judgment or 
order may be granted by a court to provide relief from a final judgment, order, or proceeding 
under certain circumstances, including but not limited to the discovery of new evidence, or 
any other reason justifying relief. U.R.C.P. 60(b) (1997). 
6. With respect to Defendant's claim that this Court failed to properly advise 
according to U.R.Cr.P. 11(g)(2), this Court finds that this rule provides the following: 
If sentencing recommendations are allowed by the court, the court shall advise the 
defendant personally that any recommendation as to sentence is not binding on the 
court. 
This Court agrees that, in accordance with the decision State v. Gibbons, 740 P.2d 1309 
(Utah 1987), courts are required to strictly comply with the provisions of Rule 11, and that 
p 
I appreciate your attention in this matter. 
Very truly yours, 
Craig S. Cook 
CSC:kd 
cc: Angela F. Miklos 
Assistant Attorney General 
236 State Capitol Bldg. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
the purpose behind this rule is to ensure defendants are guaranteed their constitutional rights. 
7. However, this Court would also point out that the provision at issue affords 
protection only if sentencing recommendations are allowed by the court. In the case at hand, 
the Defendant was charged with a capital offense, the criminal penalties for which are 
statutorily designated as either the death penalty or life imprisonment. U.C.A. § 76-3-207(4), 
(6) (1996). In addition, the parties had entered into a conditional plea agreement which 
expressly provided that Defendant would be sentenced to life imprisonment rather than face 
the potentiality of a death sentence in a trial by jury. Therefore, according to the statute, and 
the plea arrangement agreed to by the parties, the term of Defendant's sentence was not an 
issue at the time of sentencing. 
8. At the time the Defendant entered his plea, this Court asked counsel if they had 
any recommendations regarding sentencing. This question, taken out of context, may be what 
has confused the Defendant and led him to believe that some violation of his Rule 11 rights 
was violated. However, when taken in context, the question was asked and responded to in 
light of Defendant's right to delay the imposition of sentencing for a period of thirty days. 
Counsel for the Defendant responded by saying that the Defendant desired to waive that time, 
and that a presentence report was unnecessary in light of the nature of the plea. Therefore, 
this Court does not find merit in Defendant's claim that the Court erred by violating 
Defendant's Rule 11 protections. 
9. With respect to Defendant's claim that he received ineffective assistance of 
counsel at the time he entered his plea, this Court agrees with Defendant's interpretation of 
U.C.A. § 78-35a-106(2), insofar as the statute permits individuals challenging a conviction or 
sentence to seek relief on grounds they received ineffective assistance of counsel, and that this 
claim is exempt from the statute of limitations period governing appeals. However,! this 
Court would add that, in order to establish that he was poorly represented, the Defendant 
must satisfy a two-prong test: 
First, a petitioner must show "that his counsel rendered a deficient performance in 
some demonstrable manner, which performance fell below an objective standard of 
reasonable professional judgment." . . .Second, a petition must show that his 
counsel's performance prejudiced him. 
Tavlor v. Warden. 905 P.2d 277, 282 (Utah 1995); quoting Bundv v. Deland. 763 P.2d 803, 
805 (Utah 1988). 
conclusions which had in fact been executed. The Court stated, 
"The Findings entered may remain with these adjustments." 
On December 27, 1993 the Supreme Court in Case No. 92-0141 
affirmed the lower court's denial of Mr. Smith's Motion to 
Withdraw his guilty plea and discussed the issue that was raised 
for the first time on appeal concerning Appellant's claim that 
the lower court had insufficient evidence in order to make a 
twenty year recommendation of a sentence. Because this issue was 
raised for the first time on appeal, the Supreme Court refused to 
hear it. The Court stated, "However, the District Court may 
address the issue of the twenty-year recommendation in Smith's 
pending Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus." 
These procedural events, as seems to be typical of this 
case, cannot be readily classified under our rules of civil 
procedure. I view them as follows: The state submitted proposed 
Findings to the Court which had not been approved as to form by 
myself. Through a misunderstanding I assumed that my objections 
had been filed concurrently but apparently they were not. This 
Court, based upon no objections, entered the Findings on November 
22. 
No official notice was sent to me that the Judgment had been 
entered in accordance with Rule 58A(d). Nevertheless, I sent to 
this Court my proposed changes and additions to the Findings 
submitted by the State. This letter and proposed Findings was 
essentially a motion under Rule 52 or Rule 59 requesting an 
amendment of the Findings and Judgment. 
The Minute Entry of December 14, in my view, was therefore a 
decision denying the requested changes except for two specific 
Findings. The Minute Entry, however, is not a final order for 
any purpose and thus an order needs to be prepared officially 
amending the previously-entered Findings. 
Since a final judgment has not been entered in this case 
Rule 59 would allow Petitioner to file a Motion to Open the 
Judgment to take additional evidence, if necessary, as to the 
issue that has been referred to this Court by the Utah Supreme 
Court. 
After this Court enters a decision as to the "judge's 
recommendation issue", then the entire matter could be finalized 
if an order which then could be appealable to the Supreme Court 
in Petitioner desires. 
While I acknowledge that this above scenario is open to 
debate, I believe that this is the precise reason that a 
conference should be held in order to discuss the most prudent 
way of proceeding to avoid any further road blocks to completing 
this case. I would be most happy to schedule a conference with 
the Court and with Ms. Micklos at any time during the next four 
weeks. 
10. The burden of satisfying the first prong weighs heavily against the Defendant. 
"To prevail on the first prong, a petitioner must overcome a strong presumption that counsel 
rendered adequate assistance." 14. (citations omitted). This requires the Defendant to 
demonstrate specific instances where counsel acted or failed to act in a manner which does 
not meet an objective standard of reasonableness. Id- (citations omitted). Importantly, courts 
reviewing an attorney's performance will grant "counsel wide latitude to make tactical 
decisions and will not question such decisions unless . . . [there is] !no reasonable basis' for 
them." &., quoting Fernandez v. Cook. 870 P.2d 870, 876 (Utah 1993). 
11. In the present case, defense counsel addressed the Court with regard to the 
weaknesses in the State's case against the Defendant. At that time, defense counsel stated 
that, in light of the fact that Defendant's co-defendant was involved in a criminal case arising 
out of the same incident, and that testimony might be elicited in that case which would 
implicate the Defendant in a robbery offense, it was advisable for the Defendant to accept the 
terms of the plea. When taking the co-defendant's criminal case into consideration, and the 
possibility that Defendant faced a death sentence if his case had resulted in a jury trial, it is 
the opinion of this Court that defense counsel's advice that Defendant sign the plea agreement 
had a reasonable basis which does not reflect ineffective assistance of counsel. 
12. As this Court has determined Defendant failed to satisfy the first prong required 
to establish ineffective assistance of counsel, it will not reach the issue of whether Defendant 
satisfied the second prong. Therefore, this Court finds that the Defendant has failed to set 
forth any new facts or present any other reason which would warrant providing relief from 
this Court's August 21, 1997 decision. 
13. In conclusion, this Court would direct Defendant's attention to the Court's 
finding in the August 21, 1997 Memorandum of Points and Authorities, wherein the Court 
determined that Defendant's motion was frivolous, repetitive and without merit pursuant to 
U.R.C.P. 65(B)(5). This Court would also direct Defendant's attention to the case Wright v. 
Carver. 886 P.2d 58, 60 (Utah 1994), which held: 
"A ground for relief from a conviction or sentence that has once been fully and 
fairly adjudicated on appeal or in a prior habeas proceeding should not be 
readjudicated unless it can be shown that there are 'unusual circumstances.' . . .This 
rule was fashioned to prevent abuse by prisoners who burden the courts and 
frustrate the ends of justice by trying to keep cases alive indefinitely,'" 
January 13, 1994 
Honorable David S. Young 
Third District Court 
240 East 400 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Re: Tracy Eugene Smith v. Hank Galetka, et al. 
Case No. 93-0900217HC 
Dear Judge Young: 
I have recently completed an extensive review of this case 
together with the decision rendered last month by the Utah 
Supreme Court. Unfortunately, because of various procedural 
difficulties which have occurred in this case, I am at a loss as 
to how to proceed. For this reason, I would request a conference 
with counsel in order to have the opportunity to determine how to 
proceed in the future. 
In order to allow the Court and counsel an insight into my 
concerns I offer the following. At the conclusion of the hearing 
in this case you ordered that Ms. Micklos prepare Findings in 
support of your judgment. I was to be sent the Findings for my 
approval as to form. Accordingly, Ms. Micklos sent me her 
proposed Findings and in order to try to expedite this case T 
sent to her my proposed changes to her Findings and Conclusions 
on November 3, 1993. On November 9 she sent me a letter stating 
she could not accept these changes and that the Findings would 
therefore be submitted to. 
I assumed that my objections were also included with her 
Findings but I do not know if they were or not. In any event, on 
November 22 the Court executed the Findings and Judgment. On 
November 29 I sent this Court a letter stating that I was not 
sure if my objections had been received and therefore enclosed a 
copy of my objections for consideration. At that time I did not 
know that the Court had already executed the Findings and Order. 
On December 14 this Court issued a Minute Entry declining to 
sing the requested Findings offered by me but finding that the 
Court disagreed with portions of two of the findings and 
Id., quoting Hurst v. Cook. 777 P.2d 1029, 1036 (Utah 1989). This Court finds that the 
present motion merely recited those arguments made by Defendant on other occasions, and 
represents an attempt to keep his case alive indefinitely. As such, it was within this Court's 
discretion to dismiss the present motion without including findings of fact or conclusions of 
law. 
14. Based on the foregoing, Defendant's Motion of Reconsideration of Defendant's 
Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea and Correct Illegal Sentence is DENIED. 
Dated at Parowan, Utah this 2bi_T day of September, 1997. 
BY THE COURT: 
S. 
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to weigh probabilities and "what ifs" then an evidentiary hearing 
should be held so that factual findings can be made concerning 
these predictions and probability assessments. Petitioner would 
assert, however that the record on its face clearly shows that 
he was denied effective representation of counsel by the complete 
failure to meet the standards of an attorney representing a 
defendant in a capital murder case in which a substantial 
sentence is extremely possible. 
For these reasons, therefore, this matter should be set for 
hearing either on the merits or remanded for an evidentiary 
hearing to answer any of the questions that are pertinent to this 
petition. 
DATED this 28th day of December, 1992. 
Craig S. C6fok 
Attorney for Petitioner 
MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I hereby certify that I mailed a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing to J. Frederic Voros, Jr., Assistant Attorney 
General, 236 State Capitol Building, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
this 28th day of December, 1992. 
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JN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR BEAVER COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
i 
STATE OF UTAH, j MEMORANDUM OF 
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, 
Defendant. 
CASE NO. 631 
This matter came before the Court this date on the petitioner's Motion and Order for 
Appointment of Legal Counsel. The petitioner moves the Court for appointment of legal 
counsel to be paid by Beaver County and to pursue petitioner's most recent motion to 
withdraw his plea. 
The defendant was convicted of murder upon his plea of guilty on November 14, 1988. 
Thereafter in December 1991, the defendant filed a motion to withdraw his guilty plea after 
having lost his direct appeal rights by inaction. The Court denied the request to withdraw the 
guilty plea and the matter was pursued by appeal to the Supreme Court of the State of Utah. 
On December 27, 1993, the Supreme Court issued its opinion addressing the claims raised by 
the defendant, including the letter written by this Court to the Board of Pardons recommending 
that the defendant serve at least 20 years. The trial court's denial of the Motion to Withdraw 
the plea was upheld. Thereafter the defendant herein filed a motion for an order of the Court 
correcting the sentence which Mr. Smith claimed was illegal. The Court issued a 
Memorandum Opinion on July 19, 1996, in which the defendant's motion was denied. That 
which occurred or could have occurred because of counsel's 
conduct during the sentencing proceedings- See Petitioner's 
Memorandum at 10-16. 
The State wishes Petitioner to be a fortune teller. The 
State wishes Petitioner to allege what the judge woud have done 
had Petitioner's attorney presented the information to him as he 
should have done under an effective counsel standard. Petitioner 
submits that there is a reasonable probability that the conduct 
of his counsel undermined the confidence in the outcome of the 
sentencing recommendation. Again, Petitioner was entitled to 
present reliable information to the court as part of his 
constitutional sentencing rights. Whether the judge would have 
done anything differently after this material had been presented 
is not the question. It is the failure to present this material 
which is the crux of this petition. In the context of a trial 
setting, it cannot be said that the complete failure of Mr. 
Shumate to present any evidence or arguments in the sentencing 
hearing was "harmless error." 
The State also wishes Petitioner to prove beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the twenty-year recommendation made by the 
court conclusively caused the twenty-year sentence imposed by the 
Board of Pardons. This kind of proof is not required here. The 
mere coincidence of the twenty-year term in both proceedings 
establishes a "reasonable probability" that the judge's 
recommendation was followed by the Board of Pardons. 
The State, in summary, is attempting to use technicalities 
to escape a clear case of possible injustice. If it is necessary 
-9-
-2-
determination was appealed. On April 3, 1997, the Court of Appeals issued a Memorandum 
Opinion upholding the decision of the trial court. 
In addition Mr. Smith filed in the 3rd-District Court the case of Smith v. Galetka. Case 
No. 930900217, which was a Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus. In that case Mr. Smith 
raised additional claims as to the propriety of the taking of his plea. The trial court ruled 
against Mr. Smith in that case, and Mr. Smith did not appeal. 
MOTION TO APPOINT T.EOAL COUNSEL 
On July 28, 1997, Mr. Smith filed yet another Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea and 
Correct Illegal Sentence. He now seeks to have this Court appoint counsel to represent him 
and proposes to require the County of Beaver to pay the costs of that Motion and the 
subsequent proceedings. 
Under the provisions of 78-35a-101 UCA, et. Seq.. the Court has authority only to 
appoint pro bono counsel. There is no provision for appointments paid by the county where 
the conviction occurred. 
This Court apparently has discretion as to whether or not to appoint counsel. (See 78-
35a-109 UCA) Although this is a serious case for the petitioner in view of the long period of 
confinement which he is undergoing, the Court is of the opinion that Mr. Smith has had 
several opportunities to raise the issues which he thought were appropriate relating to his entry 
of his plea of guilty in this case. The Court can see no reason to appoint counsel in this case 
and hereby declines to do so. 
The Lockhart case acknowledged that in many instances an 
inquiry of "prejudice11 will depend on likelihoods of various 
circumstances and how they would have most probably affected the 
outcome of a trial or plea. Petitioner was entitled to be 
informed of all available pertinent information concerning 
sentencing. By not being given this information he was clearly 
prejudiced as a matter of law by being unable to make a knowing 
and voluntary decision. If he stated today that he would not 
have entered the plea had he known this twenty-year 
recommendation would be made, such a statement would be 
meaningless since the inquiry in these type of cases is at the 
time the guilty plea was made. The failure to correctly advise a 
defendant as to pertinent sentencing information creates 
automatic prejudice regardless of what outcome a defendant may 
have chosen had he been correctly advised. 
The second portion of the argument made by the State is 
equally absurd. The State claims that the petition never alleges 
that but for counsel's errors the judge would have made a 
different recommendation or no recommendation at all. 
(Respondents' Brief at 8). This statement is simply not true. 
As noted in the Memorandum of Points and Authorities which was 
incorporated by reference in the habeas corpus petition, "had 
Petitioner's appointed counsel been effective the twenty-year 
recommendation made by the lower court at the conclusion of the 
sentencing proceeding may well not have been made." (Petitioner's 
Memorandum of Points and Authorities at 2). Moreover, Petitioner 
devoted seven pages of his Memorandum to showing the prejudice 
-8-
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Section 78-35a-109 UCA requires the court to consider two factors in deciding whether 
to appoint pro bono counsel. The court has considered those factors. This case raises only 
one issue, ie: whether the defendant can withdraw his plea of guilty. Defendant alleges that 
this court failed to comply with the provisions of Rule 11, U.R.Crim.P. There is no need for 
an evidentiary hearing as the issues can be decided from the transcripts and records of the 
taking of the plea. In addition, in view of the provisions of 78-35a-106 UCA and 78-35a-107 
UCA, this court will be dismissing and denying the Motion because the Statute of Limitations 
period has passed and the claim raised by the defendant in this motion was raised and 
addressed in previous appeal proceedings, or should have been, or was raised and addressed in 
previous post conviction relief proceedings, or should have been. 
The issues do not appear complicated and there is no need for an evidentiary hearing. 
Thus the appointment of pro bono counsel is not warranted. 
The petitioner's Motion for Appointment of Legal Counsel is denied. 
MOTION TO WITHDRAW GUILTY PLEA AND CORRECT ILLEGAL SENTENCE 
On August 4, 1997, Mr. Smith filed a Notice to Submit for Decision and Request for 
Hearing on his most recent motion to withdraw the guilty plea. The Court declines to set the 
matter for oral argument. The Court has read the Motion submitted by Mr. Smith and the 
affidavits included herewith. Mr. Smith challenges the entry of the plea in this case on the 
grounds that he was not advised that the recommendations of the prosecution and his own 
attorney were not binding upon the Court. 
properly advise him as to his eligibility for parole under the 
sentence agreed to in the plea bargain. The Supreme Court held 
that neither Arkansas nor Federal law required that petitioner be 
informed of his parole eligibility date prior to pleading guilty. 
The Court stated: 
We have never held that the United States 
Constitution requires the State to furnish a defendant 
with information about parole eligibility in order for 
the defendant's plea of guilty to be voluntary, and 
indeed such a constitutional requirement would be 
inconsistent with the current rules of procedure 
governing the entry of guilty pleas in the Federal 
court. 47 4 U.S. at 56. 
In the instant case, the information which was omitted by 
Petitioner's counsel was not that of parole but was that of 
sentencing. Numerous cases hold that matters affecting the 
sentence of a defendant allow withdrawal of a guilty plea if all 
elements and facts and circumstances are not fully explained. 
See State v. Smith, 776 P.2d 929 (Utah 1989); State v. Copeland, 
765 P.2d 1266 (Utah 1988); State v. West, 765 P.2d 891 (Utah 
1988); State v. Vasilacopulous, 756 P.2d 92 (Utah App. 
1988) . 
Once again, the State has distorted the record by failing to 
complete the quotation cited in Respondents' memorandum. The 
State makes the following assertion: 
• . ' • . • - * - • 
In his affidavit he states under oath, "Had I 
known that the judge was going to make this kind of 
recommendation I don't know whether I would have 
entered this plea or not... (Respondents' Memorandum 
at 7) . 
The State omitted the following subsequent language of that 
sentence, "since the state had very weak evidence concerning the 
attempt to rob Mr. Bray." (Affidavit at 18). 
-7-
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Defendant has had repeated opportunities to raise this issue, including a prior motion to 
withdraw his plea. There is no new evidence alleged by defendant. The limitations period for 
post-conviction relief has passed. (See 78-35a-107 UCA) 
Pursuant to Rule 65B(5), Utah Rules of Civil Procedure, this court now finds that this 
motion is frivolous, repetitive and without merit. In addition, it is unsupported by the records 
of the plea. 
Accordingly for the reasons set out above, the Motion is denied. 
DATED this 21st day of August 1997. 
itself. 
In failing to file a direct appeal, Petitioner cannot be 
held accountable for listening to the advice of the 
court-appointed attorney who is now being accused of being 
ineffective. Fernandez v. Cook, 783 P.2d 547 (Utah 1989). In 
addition, this Court has held that the writ of habeas corpus is a 
flexible protection to protect against the denial of a 
constitutional right in a criminal conviction and that the "good 
cause" requirement is justified for a number of reasons including 
the existence of fundamental unfairness in a conviction. Hearst 
v. Cook, 777 P.2d 1029 (Utah 1989). 
Accordingly, this petition is not procedurally barred and 
must not be dismissed. 
POINT II 
THIS PETITION SHOULD NOT BE DISMISSED 
UNDER HILL V. LOCKHART. 
The State next argues that under Hill v. Lockhart, 474 U.S. 
52 (1985) Petitioner has failed to allege sufficient prejudice to 
allow this matter to proceed. This claim is broken by the State 
into two parts: first, the assertion by Petitioner that his 
counsel failed to inform him as to the twenty-year sentence 
recommendation or that the judge could make such a 
recommendation; and second, the other matters concerning 
counsel's representation during the guilty plea proceeding. 
These parts will now be addressed sequentially. 
The Hill v. Lockhart case, contrary to the State's 
assertion, is not identical "in all material respects to the case 
at bar." In Hill the petitioner claimed his attorney failed to 
-6-
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followed by the Board of Pardons. 
Garrish involved (1) a direct appeal, (2) a full evidentiary 
hearing as to a subsequent motion to withdraw the guilty plea, 
(3) an appeal from that denial; (4) three separate habeas corpus 
actions; and (5) an appeal from the denial of the third habeas 
corpus petition. In contrast to this abundance of judicial 
procedure in Garrish, the petitioner in this case did not file 
any direct appeal from his entry of guilty plea based upon the 
advice of his court-appointed attorney, James Shumate. Appearing 
pro se, Petitioner filed a motion to withdraw the guilty plea but 
no evidentiary hearing was held. The Court ordered the dismissal 
of the motion based solely upon the record. It was not until the 
proceedings before this Court with Petitioner's new 
court-appointed attorney that the present claims in the direct 
appeal and habeas corpus action have been made. This blemished 
legal process supports the contention of Justice Zimmerman in 
Garrish that counsel should be provided in a thorough post 
conviction proceeding and appeal. 
Clearly, Petitioner was not previously aware of the 
ineffectiveness of counsel in sentencing now being asserted in 
the habeas corpus action filed in this court. The State's 
repeated reference that he was aware of such a claim four years 
earlier is a complete distortion of the record. (Respondents' 
Brief at 4). His earlier statement in his affidavit concerning 
his counsel's failure to investigate the facts of the crime 
certainly does not preclude an ineffectiveness claim being made 
as to his counsel's performance during the guilty plea proceeding 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR BEAVER COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, 
MEMORANDUM OPINION 
CASE NO. 631 
Defendant. 
The defendant, Tracy Eugene Smith, entered a plea of guilty to the crime of Murder 
in the First Degree, a capital felony, on November 14, 1988. The Court sentenced him to 
serve a life sentence and recommended to the Board of Pardons that he serve at least 20 
years before being allowed parole. The defendant has since filed at least one appeal and 
several petitions for extraordinary relief. 
On May 15, 1996, the defendant caused to be filed a "Motion for an Order of Court 
Correcting a Sentence that was Imposed in an Illegal Manner." The defendant moves the 
Court to correct or modify the sentence given by deleting the Court's recommendation' that 
the defendant serve 20 years before being paroled. The defendant correctly argues that the 
Court can correct an illegal sentence at any time. (See Rule 22, Utah Rules of Criminal 
Procedure.) 
The alleged illegality raised by the defendant is that the Court sentenced the defendant 
to a life sentence and then made a recommendation pursuant to 77-27-13(5) UCA. The 
defendant argues that the Court acted illegally because that statutory provision, by its own 
terms, applies only to cases where an "indeterminate sentence is imposed." Defendant takes 
Counsel has read the Garrish case several times and has been 
unable to find anywhere in the opinion that a motion to withdraw 
a guilty plea is considered a prior post-conviction proceeding in 
relation to habeas corpus petitions. Rule 20, for example, of 
the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure only requests a "statement 
indicating whether any other petition for a writ of habeas corpus 
based upon the same or similar grounds has been filed and the 
reason why relief was denied. (Rule 20(c)(3)). 
The issues in a motion to withdraw a guilty plea and a 
habeas corpus action can be quite distinct. In the motion to 
withdraw action, the question is whether the defendant made a 
knowing plea or whether the State and the Court breached its 
agreement with the defendant. In many cases involving guilty 
plea motions no claim whatsoever is made of ineffectiveness of 
counsel. Likewise, a claim of ineffectiveness of counsel in a 
habeas corpus action may have nothing whatsoever to do with the 
entry of the guilty plea. It is for this reason that two 
post-conviction remedies cannot be used as procedural bars in the 
sense of two successive petitions for habeas corpus. 
The distinction in Garrish and the instant case is 
remarkable. Garrish was convicted of child abuse and was 
ultimately sentenced to a minilmum mandatory term of six years to 
life. During the proceedings he was represented by three 
separate attorneys. Here, Petitioner, who was 21 years old at 
the time of the conviction, was represented by only one attorney 
and was sentenced to life imprisonment with a twenty-year 
recommendation of imprisonment. This recommendation is now being 
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the position, citing no authority ^porting his view, that a life sentence is not an 
indeterminate sentence. 
The Court now holds that the position of the defendant is incorrect under the Utah 
sentencing scheme. In fact a life sentence for Murder, a capital felony, is an indeterminate 
sentence. Therefore the sentence is not illegal. 
Under Utah's sentencing scheme, all commitments to prison are considered 
indeterminate sentences unless otherwise provided by law. (77-18-4 UCA) Utah's 
Constitution and statutes provide for a Board of Pardons which body is charged with the 
authority and responsibility oi delinking whether a sentence will be fully served, modified, 
or terminated. (See 77-27-5 UCA; Andrus v. Turner. 590 P.2d 363; Raslins v. Holden. 869 
P-2d 958.) 
The Board of Pardons has unfettered discretion in carrying out its function and its 
decisions are not subject to judicial scrutiny, except in limited cases. 
An indeterminate sentence is one fixed by the sentencing authority (the Court) as a 
maximum sentence or within a possible minimum/maximum range, understanding that the 
actual time to be serve will be later determined by another entity, the Board of Pardons.1 
The alternative plan, determinate sentencing, is used in some states and jurisdictions. Under 
determinate sentencing the Court fixes the exact number of years, months or days to be 
served by the defendant and no other entity has authority to require more or less, as long as 
the sentence is legally permissible. This is not Utah's approach to sentencing. 
*See Mutart v. Pratt. 170 P.67; State v. Empev. 239 P.25; Lee Lim v. Davis. 284 
P.232. 
Minute Entry substantiates Petitioner's claim by the following 
statement: 
This matter was called on for hearing at the 
request of the defendant, Mr, Shumate informed and 
the defendant concurred that the motion be voluntarily 
withdrawn. Mr. Shumate stated that the defendant will 
pursue his requested relief in the Federal court 
system. The appeal was ordered withdrawn. (R. 86). 
The motion to withdraw the guilty plea was filed on December 
4, 1991 by the petitioner pro se. His sole grounds for the 
petition was that there was insufficient evidence to charge him 
with first degree murder. 
ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
THIS PETITION IS NOT PROCEDURALLY BARRED 
SINCE PETITIONER COULD NOT HAVE BROUGHT 
HIS INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE CLAIM IN HIS 
PRIOR MOTION TO WITHDRAW HIS GUILTY PLEA. 
The State argues that since Petitioner did not raise the 
ineffectiveness of counsel in his motion to withdraw the guilty 
plea he is now barred from raising it in this habeas corpus 
action. The State cites the case of Garrish v. Barnes as 
standing for the proposition "a motion to withdraw a guilty plea 
is a prior post-conviction proceeding for procedural bar 
purposes." Again, the State completely distorts the status of 
Utah law. In Garrish this Court held that Garrish was 
procedurally barred by failing to raise the issue of the breached 
plea bargain on appeal from the denial of the motion to withdraw 
the guilty plea. This Court did not hold that the motion to 




A life sentence for capital murder is an indeterminate sentence modifiable by the 
Board of Pardons. Otherwise the Court's recommendation of 20 years before parole would 
be irrelevant and meaningless and this Motion would never have been made. It is evident 
that the Utah Legislature considers a life sentence for capital murder as an indeterminate 
sentence, since it has enacted, since the sentencing in this case, a new possible sentence in 
such cases, life without possibility of parole. (See 76-3-201 UCA) 
The defendant's Motion is denied. The sentence in his case was not illegal as he 
complains. 
DATED this ? ~day of July 1996. 
important facts. For example, the State makes the following 
quotation: 
Petitioner therein stated that he had been 
assured by his attorney "that a timely notice of 
appeal would be filed with this Court, base[d] upon 
but not limited to effective assistance of counsel." 
(R. 69). (Respondent's Memorandum, at 2). 
Respondents conveniently left out the last sentence that 
Petitioner wrote following that quoted by the respondents. It 
stated, "That counsel did not fully investigate the facts of the 
case at bar that could have proven the defendant's innocence." 
(R. 69). Thus, contrary to the State's repeated assertions, any 
mention of ineffective counsel in this prior motion had nothing 
whatsoever to do with the proceedings of the guilty plea but 
instead concerned a claim that counsel failed to investigate the 
facts of the killing. 
A second serious omission concerns the facts and 
circumstances relating to the "notice of belated appeal." On 
January 27, 1989 the Clerk of this Court sent a notice to the 
Beaver County Clerk that a notice of appeal had been filed in 
Case No. 890027 (R. 74). On March 20, 1989 a hearing was held 
before the Honorable J. Philip Eves. Defendant was once again 
represented by his court-appointed attorney, James L. Shumate. 
If the question of this appeal becomes relevant, Petitioner would 
proffer that in his conversations with Mr. Shumate he was 
informed that he could not raise any claim of ineffectiveness of 
counsel on appeal and that therefore he should go into the 
Federal court and file a habeas corpus action if he was unhappy 
with Mr. Shumate's performance concerning the investigation. The 
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CRAIG S. COOKr No. 713 
Attorney for Defendant-Appellant 
3645 East 3100 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
Telephone: 48 5-8123 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, 
MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION 
Petitioner, TO RESPONDENTS1 MOTION 
TO DISMISS HABEAS PETITIC 
vs. 
HANK GALETKA, North Point Warden, No. 920553 
UTAH STATE PRISON and THE 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Respondents. 
This Memorandum is written in opposition to Respondents' 
Motion to Dismiss the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus filed on 
December 18, 1992. 
The State has distorted the factual record in this case as 
well as applicable case law, and has failed to correctly analyze 
the facts and legal principles as they apply to this case. For 
these ireasons, therefore, Petitioner is compelled to respond to 
its Memorandum. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
The State attempts to argue that Petitioner in December of 
1988 had the opportunity of filing a direct appeal in this matter 
and did not do so. The State has left out, however, several 
-1-
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BEAVER, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
TRACY EUGENE SMITH, 
Defendant. 
STATEMENT OF DEFENDANT 
REGARDING PLEA BARGAIN, 
CERTIFICATES OF COUNSEL, 
AND ORDER 
Criminal No, 631 
STATEMENT OF DEFENDANT REGARDING PLEA AGREEMENT 
I, TRACY EUGENE SMITH, the above-named Defendant, under 
oath, hereby acknowledge that I have entered a plea of guilty to 
the charge of MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, a capital offense, as 
contained in the Information on file against me in the 
above-entitled Court, a copy of which I have received, and I 
understand the charge to which this plea of guilty is entered is 
a capital felony and that I am entering such plea voluntarily and 
of my own free will after conferring with my attorney, JAMES L. 
SHUMATE, and with the knowledge and understanding of the 
following facts: 
4rmcj4"?£'J7 J£ • 
1. I know that I have constitutional rights under the 
Constitutions of Utah and the United States to plead not guilty 
and to have a jury trial upon the charges to which I have entered 
a plea of guilty or to a trial by the Court should I elect to 
waive a trial by jury. I know that I have a right to be 
represented by counsel and that I am in fact represented by JAMES 
L. SHUMATE as my attorney, 
2. I know that if I wish to have a trial upon the 
charges, I have a right to be confronted by the witnesses against 
me by having them testify, in open court, in my presence and 
before the Court and jury and that I have the right to have those 
witnesses cross-examined by my attorney. I also know that I have 
the right to have witnesses subpoenaed by the State, at its 
expense, to testify in Court upon my behalf and that I could, if 
I elected to do so, testify in Court upon my own behalf and that, 
if I choose not to do so, the jury can and will be told that this 
fact may not be held against me if I choose to have the jury so 
instructed. 
3. I know that if I were to have a trial, the State 
must prove each and every element of the crime charged to the 
satisfaction of the Court or jury beyond a reasonable doubt; that 
I would have no obligation to offer any evidence myself and that 
any verdict rendered by a jury, whether it be that of guilty or 
not guilty, must be by unanimous agreement of all jurors. 
-2-
1 C E R T I F I C A T E 
2 | STATE OF UTAH ) 
} 33. 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON ) 
41 I. PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR, a Notary 
51 Public, in and for the County of Washington, State of 
6| Utah, do hereby certify: 
7| That, the foregoing matter, to wit, 
STATE OF UTAH VS. TRACY EUGENE SMITH, CRIMINAL NO. 621, 
0| was taken down by ma in shorthand at the time and place 
10 therein named and thereafter reduced to computerized 
11 transcription under my direction. 
12 I further testify that I am not interested 
12 in the event cf the action. 
14 WITNESS my hand and seal this 22rd day of 
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21J RESIDING AT: St. George, Utah 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: 6-17-91 
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4. I know that under the Constitutions of Utah and of 
the United States I have a right against self-incrimination or a 
right- not to give evidence against myself and that this means 
that I cannot be compelled to testify in Court upon trial unless 
I choose to do so. 
r4 O 5. I know that under the Constitution of Utah, if I 
were tried and convicted by a jury or by the Court, I would have 
a right to appeal my conviction and sentence to either the Court 
of Appeals or the Supreme Court of Utah for review of the trial 
proceedings and that if I could not afford to pay the costs for 
such appeal, those costs would be paid by the State without cost 
to me and that I would have the right to have the assistance of 
counsel on such appeal. 
/R^ 6. I know and understand that by entering a plea of 
guilty I am waiving my constitutional rights as set out in the 
five preceding paragraphs and that I am, in fact, fully 
incriminating myself by admitting that I am guilty of the crimes 
to which my plea of guilty is entered. 
. H ^ 7. I know that under the laws of Utah the maximum 
sentence that can and may be imposed upon my plea of guilty to 
the charges identified on page one of this affidavit is: 
A. Death or life imprisonment, 
and that the imprisonment may be for consecutive periods if my 
plea is to more than one charge. I also know that if I am on 


















MR. SMITH: Yas. sir. 
THE COURT: All right. Good luck. 
(Whereupon the proceedings in the 
ibcve-entitled matter were concluded.) 
PAUL G. MCMULLIN. CSR, RPR 
which I have been convicted or to which I have pleaded guilty, my 
plea in the present action may result in consecutive sentences 
being imposed on me. 
rtS 8. I know that the fact that I have entered a plea of 
guilty does not mean that the Court will not impose either a fine 
or sentence of imprisonment upon me and no promises have been 
made to me by anyone as to what the sentence will be if I plead 
guilty or that it will be made lighter because of my guilty plea, 
9. No one has forced or threatened or coerced me to 
obtain my plea of guilty and I am doing so of my own free will 
and after discussing it with my attorney. I know that any 
opinions he may have expressed to me as to what he believes the 
Court may do are not binding upon the Court. 
riS 10. No promises of any kind have been made to induce 
me to plead guilty except that I have been told that if I do 
^}N> plead guilty, the State has agreed to not request the death 
* ^  penalty and to not present any aggravating evidence at the 
hearing before the court. I have also been informed that my plea 
of guilty to the offense of FIRST DEGREE MURDER, a capital 
offense, is conditional upon the court's imposition of a sentence 
of life imprisonment. I understand that should the court impose 
the death penalty, I may withdraw my plea of guilty and require 
the State of Utah to go forward with a trial in the matter. I am 
also aware that any charge or sentencing concessions or 
recommendations for probation or suspended sentences, including a 
-4-
THE COURT: Mr. Kanell, will you prepare the 
commitment papers and the judgment? 
MR. KANELL; Would you like — would it be 
appropriate to indica-e in the order that a firearm was 
used in the commission of the offense? 
THE COURT: Well, there hasn't been a plea taken 
to that, but I think the factual basis, as we stated 
it, is clear. 
Perhaps what I would prefer you do is 
obtain a copy cf the transcript of today's proceedings, 
and ycu may attach that, if you wish, when we send it 
up to the board of pardons. 
MR. KANELL: Okay. Thank you. 
THE COURT: All right. Anything else to be 
taken care of? 
MR. SHUMATE: No, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Thank you. Good luck, Mr. Smith. 
I need to inform you cf one other matter, 
Mr. Smith. You have the right to appeal the decisions 
Gi> v.n^Ls wCur%» wCvkQy• Tnaw rxgxiw s.c appea^. cag^ Lns to 
run today. If you want to appeal, you have to file 
notice of your intent to appeal with the clerk within 
20 days of today's date. If you fail to do that, ycu 
lose your right to appeal. 
Do ycu understand your right to appeal? 
""" PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR 
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reduction of the charges for sentencing made or sought by either 
defense counsel or the prosecutor are not binding on the Court 
and may or may not be approved or followed by the Court. 
11. I am not now under the influence of either drugs 
or alcohol. 
/^(*S 12. I have read this Statement or I have had it read 
to me by my attorney and I have placed my initials beside each 
paragraph to indicated that I know and understand its contents. 
I am JIJ/ years of age, have attended school through 
the \D~~ and I can read and understand the 
English Language. I have discussed its contents with my attorney 
and I ask the Court to accept my plea of guilty to the charges 
set forth above in this statement because I did, in fact, 
(1) on the 3rd day of October, 1988, intentionally and 
knowlingly caused the death of JAMES GLEN BRAY, while 
engaged in the commission of an attempted, aggravated 
robbery; 




this / V ^ d a y of Afov&i* ktl* 1988. 















THE COURT: Mr, Kane11, anything? 
MR.. KANELL: Your Honor, pursuant to the plea 
agreement, the State does not have any evidence of 
aggravating circumstances to present, and the State 
does not request the Court to sentence the defendant to 
the death sentence, 
THE COURT: Does not request that? 
MR. KANELL: Does not request that. 
THE COURT: All right. 
MR. KANELL: The State requests the Court to 
sentence the defendant to life in prison, 
THE COURT: Anything else? 
MR. SHUMATE: I'll submit it, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: All right. Tracy Eugene Smith, 
having been convicted by your own plea of the offense 
of murder in the first-degree, a capital offense, in 
violation of the laws of the State of Utah, I now 
sentence you to the Utah State Prison for the rest of 
your natural life. 
I'm also going to make a recommendation to 
the board of pardons, which I would like included in 
the order, that Mr. Smith serve 20 years before he's 
considered to be released from the Utah State Prison. 
Anything else? 
MR. SHUMATE: No, Your Honcr. 
PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR 
CERTIFICATE OF DEFENSE ATTORNEY 
I certify that I am the attorney for TRACY EUGENE 
SMITH, the Defendant above-named, and I know the Defendant has 
read the Affidavit or that I have read it to the Defendant; I 
have discussed it with the Defendant and believe that the 
Defendant fully understands the meaning of its contents and is 
mentally and physically competent. To the best of my knowledge 
and belief, after an appropriate investigation, the elements of 
the crime(s) and the factual synopsis of the Defendant's criminal 
conduct are correctly stated, and these, along with the other 
representations and declarations made by the Defendant in the 
foregoing Statement are, in all respects, accurate and true. 
DATED this f C/ day of /]/£,,<^ Atf*~ / 1988. 
HUMATE* 
ttorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF^/PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
I certify that I am the attorney for the State of Utah 
in its case against TRACY EUGENE SMITH, Defendant. I have 
reviewed the Statement of the Defendant and find that the 
declarations, including the elements of the offense of the 
charge(s) and the factual synopsis of the Defendant's criminal 
conduct which constitutes the offense(s) are true and correct. 
No improper inducements, threats, or coercions to encourage a 
plea have been offered to the Defendant. The plea negotiations 
-6-
right? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. You realize than and 
I've already told you that if I sentence you today, 
51 I it's going to be to the state prison for the rest of 
6 / your life. 
71 Do ycu understand that? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: And having that in mind, do you 
still wish to waive your right to a delay? 
MR. SMITH: Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: All right. The record will reflect 
that waiver. 
Does either counsel wish to present 
anything before I impose sentence? 
Mr. Shumate? 
MR. SHUMATE: No, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Mr. Smith, do you wish to make a 
statement in your own behalf before I impose sentence? 
MR. SMITH: I'm sorry for what happened. I 
wish, you know, if he could feel my apology. I knew 
that it can't bring him back, but I didn't mean to do 
it. 
THE COURT: Anything else? 
















PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR 
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are fully contained in this Statement and in the attached plea 
agreement or as supplemented on the record before the Court. 
There_ is reasonable cause to believe the evidence would support 
the conviction of the Defendant for the offense (s) for which the 
plea(s) are entered and acceptance of the plea(s) would serve the 
public interest. 
DATED this f^/ti day of V/^<^^\ , 1988. 
LEO G. KANELL 
Beaver County Attorney 
ORDER 
Based upon the facts set forth in the foregoing 
Statement of Defendant regarding Plea Bargain and the foregoing 
Certificates of Counsel, the Court finds the Defendant's plea of 
guilty is freely and voluntarily made, and it is so ordered that 
the Defendant's pleas of "guilty" to the charge(s) set forth in 
the foregoing Statement be accepted and entered. 
The foregoing Statement of Defendant was signed before 




find that this plea is governed by the provisions of 
the Alford-decision — Alford versus North Carolina. 
And I' m going to accept it on both of those bases, and 
I'm going zo order the plea of guilty entered. 
Recommendations regarding sentencing in 
the matter? 
MR. SHUMATE: Your Honor, Mr. Smith would ask 
the Court to allow him to waive the statutory time and 
proceed with sentencing at this time rather than to 
order the preparation of a presentence report, in view 
of the nature of the plea and the c circumstances of the 
facts before the Court. 
I don't think that the Court sentencing 
alternatives are substantial at all, and we're prepared 
to go forward with that at this time. 
THE COURT: All right. Does the State have any 
objection? 
MR. KANELL: The State does not oppose that. 
THE COURT: All right. Mr. Smith, just so 
you're clear on this, the law allows you two days 
before you're sentenced and up to 30 .days for 
sentencing. And you have the right to take advantage 
of that delay if you wish. 
Your counsel's indicated that you want to 
give up that right and be sentenced today: is \:hat 
PAUL G. MCMULLIN, CSR, RPR 
